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utah's commercial apple industry had its beginning when apple 
production was rapidly expanding in the west and throughout the 
United states. The increase in price of apples from 1896 to 1910 
stimulated commercial apple production in this state which, up to 
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1905, produced apples principally for local consumption, the family 
orchard supplying the local trade and home use. According to the 
data secured from the survey herein reported, the major part of the 
commercial apple trees standing in 1926, in Utah, were planted dur-
ing the period from 1906 to 1915. In 1910, 60 per cent of the total 
trees in Utah, and 55 per cent of the total for the western states, were 
not of bearing ~ge. 
During the period of rapid expansion, 1906 to 1915, orchardists 
evidently were anticipating returns based upon records of orchards 
then bearing, comparatively little account being taken of the altered 
situation likely to be faced when the new planting in this and other 
states came into bearing. In the rush of expansion, many orchards 
were planted on poor soils, without regard to frost or other climatic 
conditions, and in many cases by persons who had had little or no 
horticultural experience. Another serious handicap to many growers 
was the fact that some varieties were planted which have since 
proved to have little market demand. 
The value of land planted to apples rose faster than did the value 
of land planted to field crops. This fostered speculation in the apple 
lands with the result that many orchards were planted for an 
expected increase in land values rather than for returns from apple 
production. 
In addition to the large commercial apple production in the United 
states during recent years, there has also developed a heavy increase 
in production and importation of other fruits and vegetables which 
have entered into keen competition with apple consumption. Con-
sequently, apple consumption in the United states has not increased 
at the same rate as has population. 
The decrease in demand for the less desirable apples, and the 
increase in freight rates and other costs, have made it impossible fOl. 
the apple' growers in this state to market profitably low grade apples. 
It was im:t:ossible at the time of planting for the growers to foresee· 
the competition with other fruits and vegetables and the increase in 
transportation charges. Most growers who were fortunate in having 
planted the high quality varieties have been able to make a fair 
return, while the growers who planted less desirable varieties have 
sustained almost complete loss for a number of years. 
The increase in commercial apple production and the increase in 
consumption of other fruits and vegetables has resulted in a low price 
for apples for a long period. On the average, a dollar's worth of Utah 
apples, for the past 13 years, has purchased only 80 cents worth of 
the commodities which the farmer buys,2 while for the past five years 
it has purchased only 71 cents worth, and that has been but one year 
since 1911 when the apple dollar purchased a dollar's worth of the 
commodities bought by the f.armer. During the same period, all Utah 
farm commodities would purchase 90 cents worth of the commodities 
bought, and there were a number of years when the Utah farm dol-
lar would buy more than a dollar's worth of these commodities. This 
2Unpublished report on Index of Utah Farm Prices, by W. P. Thomas, 
Utah Agricultural Experiment Station. 
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factor has been largely responsible for discouragement among apple 
growers. 
Brieft.y, the Utah apple industry has been going through a period 
of keen competition, high cost of production, and low prices. These 
factors have eliminated many poor varieties, orchards planted on soils 
not adapted to apple production, and orchards that have not been 
economically operated. Many orchards have been carried through this 
period by the support from other farm enterprises. In the main, only 
those apple growers who could stand this economic competition are 
still in the apple business. 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
Recognizing the fact that the appie industry of Utah has been 
confronted with many problems and, upon the request of the apple 
growers of this state, an economic study of production and marketing 
of Utah's apples was begun by the Utah Agricultura:l Experiment 
station in January, 1927. The project was no sooner under way than 
the United states Department of Agriculture began a national study 
of the apple situation. The Utah Station, in order to take advantage 
of the cooperation of this department, subscribed in April, 1927, to a 
cooperative agreement with the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 
United States Department of Agriculture. 
The object of the project was to secure a local and a national 
picture of the apple situation as it relates to trends in production and 
demands, competition with other commodities, and the economic 
factors that affect the competition between the various apple-pro-
ducing sections. In order to analyze the position of the apple indus-
try in Utah, a study was made of the varieties grown to determine 
their comparative production, quality, and returns; factors in orchard 
management affecting quality and quantity of product; costs of pro-
ducing and marketing apples; geography of Utah's apple markets; 
prices paid for Utah apples on local and outside markets for a series 
of years; and the relation of apple growing to other farm enterprises. 
In general, the purpose was to assemble and analyze the available 
data as they relate to apple production in Utah and competitive 
districts. 
SOURCE OF DATA 
A survey on production and market ing of Utah apples was made 
in February, March, and April, 1927, in which 126 records were col-
lected on the farm business, for 1926, from commercial apple growers 
in the principal apple districts of the state. Twenty-seven special 
records on cost of producing apples in Utah were collected on the 
crop year 1926-27 and 30 records on the crop year 1927-28. These 57 
records form the basis for the cost of production data. 
The portion of the study pertaining to apple production and mar-
keting in Utah is mainly based on these 126 records. The survey 
included 114,021 trees, representing approximately 20 per cent of the 
apple trees of the state and 46 per cent of the commercial apple crop. 
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The records were classified in three groups, according to the num-
ber of acres in apples : 
Group I- includes orchards of 5 acres and less, with 47 growers. 
Group II-includes orchards of 5.1 to 10 acres, with 39 growers. 
Group III- includes orchards of more than 10 acres, with 40 
growers. 
Data on packing and marketing costs were secured from the books 
of cooperative apple marketing associations and individual shippers. 
The Pacific Fruit Express Company and the American Refrigerator 
Transit Company supplied the authors with the final destinations of 
all apples shipped from Utah for the past five years. This, together 
with the car unloads in 36 large city markets and the carlot shipments 
by states, as reported by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, sup-
plied the data for the study of the geography of Utah's apple market. 
Price quotations for apples on local and outside markets were 
secured from producers, cooperative associations, apple dealers, and 
market reports from the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 
The Bureau of Agricultural Economics supplied Special Reports 
giving data from the national apple tree survey and from the study 
of the varietal composition of the carlot supply of apples for a num-
ber of cities. The Bureau of Agricultural Economics assisted also in 
the collection of Utah aI?ple price data and farm management data. 
TRENDS IN PRODUCTION 
Total apple production for the United States for the period 1910 
to 1926 has been slightly on the decline, while the total production in 
Utah has increased at an average rate of 5 per cent annually since 
1910. This increased production has taken place largely as a result 
of trees coming into bearing which were planted during the boom in 
the apple industry from 1906 to 1915. The plantings which took place 
during this period were principally commercial orchards. 
AlthOUgh the total apple production for the United States has been 
decreasing, the commercial apple crop has shown a decidedly upward 
trend, with the commercial crop of 1926 the largest on record (Figs. 
1 and 2). 
While the commercial apple crop ' has increased rapidly and the 
supply on the market has been correspondingly large, the number of 
apple trees in the United States has been decreasing. According to 
the United States Census Report,3 the total number of trees in the 
United States in 1920 was only 70 per cent of the number of 1910, and 
in 1925, 64 per cent of the number in 1910. The same report shows 
that there was a decrease of 79,000,000 trees out of the total of 
217,000,000 from 1910 to 1925. An increase was shown in the number 
of bearing trees in the box area of 50.6 per cent in 1925 over 1910, 
with, however, an increase of 74.7 per cent in bearing trees in 1920 
over 1910, and a decrease of 13.8 per cent from 1920 to 1925. In the 
3The Agricultural Outlook tor 1928. U.S.D.A. Misc. Pub. No. 19 (1928), 
p.43. 
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barrel area the bearing trees decreased ·32.4 per cent from 1910 to 
1920, and 38.6 per cent from 1910 to 1925. 
This decrease has evidently taken place in the marginal orchards, 
or the less favored apple-producing sections and in the family orchards. 
Concentration of commercial apple production has resulted in certain 
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FIG. 1.-The total production of apples in the United States has decreased 
slightly, since 1910, while in Utah there has been an annual increase in 
total production of 5.05 per cent for the same period·. 
(Data from Table 4) 
·The secular trends for total apple production in the United States and 
Utah are as tollows: X=1 year. 
United States, Y-6.2156 X plus 1,891,.71 in m1llfon bushels. 
Utah, Y-38.348 X plus 758.05 in thousand bushels. 
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districts where production and marketing have been favorable. This 
increased commercial production has also been the result of improved 
cultural methods and orchard practices. 
Since 1910 there has been an average annual increase of 6.6 per 
cent in commercial apple production in the western box apple area. 
For the same period, the a verage annual production in the barrel 
area has increased at the rate of 2.7 per cent. This rapid increase In 
commercial production in the box area has played an important part 
in the marketing of apples for the entire United States. 
The average total production for the box area for the past ten 
years has been 46,973,000 bushels, with a commercial production of 
35,089,000 bushels, or 74.7 per cent of the total (Table 1), Washington 
leads all other states in the box area in both total production and 
percentage of commercial apples. 
The average total production for the barrel area from 1916 to 
1926 was 134,930,000 bushels, with a commercial production of 
53,189,000 bushels, or 39.4 per cent of the total apple crop. 
TREND IN COMMERCIAL ApPLE PRODUCTION IN THE BARREL AND Box ABEA 
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FIG. 2.-There has been an annual increase in commercial apple produc-
tion in the box area of 6.6 per cent since 1916, while the annual increase for 
the barrel area has been but 2.7 per cent for the same period·. 
*The secular trends for commercial apple production in the barrel and 
box area are as follows: Y= one year. 
Barrel area-Y=1,427x plus 53.172 in million bushels. 
Box area - Y=2.305x plus 34.818 in million bushels. 
Box area represents production in western states. 
Barrel area represents production in other than western ltates. 
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The average total production for the United states for this period 
was 181,903,000 bushels, with a commercial production of 88,278,000 
bushels, or 48.5 per cent of the total. 
For the ll-year period, 1916-1926, the state of Washington pro-
duced 58.6 per cent of all commercial apples in the box area, while 
New York produced 27.2 per cent of the commercial apples in the 
barrel area. 
TABLE 1. E STIMATED TOTAL AND COMMERCIAL PRODUCTION IN BOX AND 
BARREL AREAS BY STATES. 1916 TO 1926* 
(In thousand bushels) 
A verage P ercentage C . I ommerCla 
Total Average Crop is of 
State Estimated Commercial 
Production ProrJuction Total Croll in Box 
(Bushels) (Bushels) Crop and Barrel 
Areas 
Box Area 
Washington ....... _. 24,672 20,576 83.4 58.8 
California ............ 7,585 4,198 55.3 12.0 
Oregon .................. 5,778 3,695 63.9 10.5 
Idaho .......• -.... ... _-_ .... 3,543 2.810 79.3 8.0 
Colorado ..... _- .......... 2,977 2,412 81.0 6.9 
New Mexico ........ 848 545 64.3 1.8 
Utah ..... _ .................... 781 525 67.2 1.5 
Montana ............ _ .... 686 293 42.7 0.8 
Arizona ................. -.. 104 35 33.7 0.1 
Total Box Area .... 46,973 35,089 74.7 100.0 
Barrel Area 
New York ............ 29,(;28 14,459 49.0 27.2 
Pennsylvania ...... 11,546 3,216 27.9 6.0 
Virginia ............... 10,886 5,458 50.1 10.3 
Michigan ........... -... 9,467 4,597 48.6 8.8 
Ohio ............... ............ 7,812 2,252 28.8 4.2 
West Virginia .... 6,260 2,882 46.0 5,4 
Illinois .................. 6,231 3,361 53.9 6.3 
Missouri 5,512 2.306 41.8 4.3 
Maine .................... 3,132 2,779 88.7 5.2 
Arkans3s 3,107 1,577 50.8 3.0 
Massach usetts .... 2,987 1,376 46.1 2.6 
New Jersey .......... 2,421 1,638 67.7 3.1 
Maryland ........ -... 2,035 944 46.4 1.8 
Kansas .................. 1,885 1,146 60.8 2.2 
New Hampshire 1,154 534 46.3 1.0 
Delaware ............. 985 803 81.5 1.5 
Other States ........ 29 ,981 3,861 12.9 7.3 
Total Barrel Area 134,930 53,189 39.4 100.0 
Total Box and 
Barrel Areas .... 181,903 88,278 48.5 100.0 
*By commercial crop is meant that portion of the total crop which Is sold 
as fresh fruit. 
Data for 1916 to 1923 from U.S.D.A. Yearbook (1925), pp. 859·860. 
Data for 1923 to 1926 from U.S.D.A. Yearbook (1926), pp. 896,897. 
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CARLOT SHIPMENTS 
The average total carlot shipments of apples in the United states 
for the past eight years has been 100,515 cars (Table 2). The box 
area has shipped annually 44,349 cars, or 44.1 per cent of the total 
shipments, while the barrel area has shipped annually 56,166 cars, 
qr 55.9 per cent of the total shipments. The average annual ship-
ment from Washingtor.. for this period was 26,770 cars, or 60.4 per 
cent of the total shipments from the box area and 26.6 per cent of 
the total shipments for the United states. The "average annual ship-
TABLE 2. CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF APPLE BY STATES OF ORIGIN, 
1917 TO 1925, RANKED IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE 
- - - Percentage 
State Tota l Cars Annual 
1917-25 Average Box Area Total 
Box Area 
Washington 
-.... ----
240,932 26,770 60.4 
Oregon ............ __ ...... 41,530 ~ ,614 10.4 
Idaho ........... _ ......... 37,770 4,197 9.4 
California .. ----_ .. _-.. 37,619 4,180 9.~ 
Colorado 25,918 2,880 6.5 
New Mexico ..... _ .. 6,720 747 1.7 
Utah ..... _ ....• --.. _ ... 5,539 615 1.4 
Montana ..... _ ..... ..... 3,079 342 .8 
Arizona ... ---..... _--. 37 4 .0 
Total Box Area 399,144 44,349 100.0 
Barrel Area 
New York __ ._._. __ ._. 189,211 21,024 37.4 
Virginia _ .. -... _ .. __ ._-- .. 62 ,598 6,955 12.4 
Michigan ....... __ . ___ . 45 ,933 5,104 9.1 Illinois . __________ .. ____ 41,311 4,590 8.2 
West Virginia ____ ._ 30,000 3,333 6.9 
Arkansas ...... _--..... 23,062 2,562 4.6 
Missouri .......... -_ ... -. 21,098 2,344 4.2 
Pennsylvania ._ .. _ .. - 17,952 1,995 3.5 
Maine ..... , ............ -.... 13,H5 1,~91 2.7 
Maryland .. --_ .......... 9,521 1,058 1.9 
Delaware __ . ____ .. ____ . 8,750 972 1.7 
K ansas __ ". __ ._! __________ 7,914 879 1.6 
Ohio ....... -.. -_.-... -._ ..... 6,184 687 1.2 
New Jersey .. , ___ ... _ 6,174 575 1.0 
New Hampshire __ 3,325 370 .7 
Massachusetts ... _- 3,211 357 .6 
Others -_ ... __ .... .. _ . .... . . . .. 16,834 1,870 3.3 
Total Barrel Area 505,493 56,166 100.0 
Total Box and 
Barrel Areas ____ 904,637 100,515 ......... -
Data for 1917 to 1919 from U.S.D.A. Yearbook (1922), pp. 736·737. 
Data for 1920 to 1925 from U.S.D.A. Yearbook (1926), p. 897. 
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The Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U.S.D.A., in preliminary report 
"Relative Importance ot Varieties and Sources ot Carlot Supply of Apples" 
(p.2), gives the number of bushels per car for the eastern and midwestern 
sections at 525 bushels; northeastern boxed apples, 756 bushels; Colorado and 
Utah , 630 bushels; and California, 700 bushels. 
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ment for this period from Utah was 615 cars, or 1.4 per cent of the 
shipments from the box a.rea. New York leads the barrel area in 
total carlot shipments wit .... an average of 21 ,024 cars, or 37.4 per cent 
of the barrel area shipments and 20.9 per cent of the total shipments 
for the United states. The shipments from Washington and New 
York comprise 47.5 per cent of the total carlot shipments for the 
United states. 
The average annual carlot shipments from Utah since 1920 have 
been 713 cars (Table 3). The annual shipments from Utah County 
ha ve averaged 365 cars, or 51.2 per cent of the total shipments from 
the state. 
Box Elder County follows with 18.2 per cent of the total shipments. 
The shipments reported from Salt Lake, Weber, and Davis Counties 
are, only a portion of the commercial production because a large per-
centage of the crops of these counties h as sold on the local market 
at Salt Lake, Ogden, and immediate t erritory. 
TRENDS IN APPLE TREE PLANTINGS 
Location of Utah's Apple Orchards 
The principal apple-producing sections in Utah are located in 
nine north-central counties, the greatest concentration being along 
the base of the Wasatch Mountains from Utah County on the south 
to Box Elder County on the north (Fig. 3) . Seventy-five per cent of 
the apple trees in Utah are located in Cache, Box Elder, Weber, Davis, 
Salt Lake, and Utah Counties. Utah County is the leading apple 
county, with 37.8 per cent of the total apple trees in the state. 
Some apples are grown on a commercial scale in Tooele, Juab, and 
San Pete Counties; production in these counties is largely adjacent 
to the prinCipal apple-producing sections of the state. While the 
commercial production is concentrated in a few counties, apple pro-
duction is widely distributed throughout the state, every county pro-
ducing at least some apples for local and home consumption. 
TABLE 3. C ARLOT SHIPMENTS OF APPLES FROM UTAH, 
BY COUNTIES, 1920 TO 1926. 
Ann ual Average Percentage from 
County Shipment Shipments 
1929-1926 (Cars) (Cars) 
tah . __ _____ .____________ ______ _ 2554 365 Box Elder _________________ _ 905 ·129 Salt Lake . ________ _______ _ _ 316 45 Weber ___ ___ ____ _______ __ ______ _ 290 41 Cache __ _____ ___ ____________ ___ _ 256 37 Emery ____________ ___ ________ _ 209 30 Juab ___________________________ _ 190 27 Davis _________________________ _ 155 22 
Tooele ______ .. _ ..... _ ........ _ 82 12 
All Other Counties __ .. 33 5 
TotaL. __ .. _ ...... ______ ._. __ 4990 713 
D..I.ta. for 1920-23 from U.S.D.A. Statis. Bul. NO.9 (1925). 
Data for 1924-25 from V.S.D.A. Statis. Bul. No. 19 (1927). 
E ch 
County 
51.2 
18.2 
6.3 
5.8 
5.1 
4.2 
3.8 
3.1 
1.6 
.7 
100.0 
Data for 1926 from U.S.D.A. Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Spec. 
Rpt. (1926). 
TABLE 4. TOTAL APPLE PRODUCTION IN THE UNITED STATES BY IMPORTANT STATES AND D~STRICTS, 1910 TO 1926 
(In thousand bushels) (continued) 
1910 1911 1912 1913 1914 1915 1916 1917 1918 
New England States .............................. .......................... 13,050 16,449 15,501 9,201 19,902 8,556 15,435 10,167 7,773 
Middle Atlantic States 
New York .................. , ................................................... 17,001 39,000 44,001 19,500 49,599 I 25,585 35,334 16,266 ~0,87 8 
Pennsylvania .................................................................. 11,601 20.499 12,699 10,200 23,100 I 15,254 18,621 11,646 16,080 
Other ................................................................................ 1,701 3,099 1,701 2,100 3,399 2,331 2,250 2,058 2,463 
Total .......................................................................... 30,303 62,598 58,401 31,800 76,098 43,170 56,205 29,970 59,421 
South Atlantic States 
Virginia ........................................................ .................. 12,099 7,200 15,000 5,199 15,300 13,176 13,299 11,77~ 10,068 
West Virginia .............. , ............................................... 7,101 7,800 10,299 999 12,399 7,540 7,752 4,320 5,856 
Other ................................................................................ 12,384 7,772 12,669 5,643 15,801 11,220 11,367 11,205 9,456 
TotaL .......... _ ................................... .......................... 31,584 22,773 37,96h 11,841 43,500 31,936 32,418 27,303 25,380 
East North Central 
Ohio .................................................................................. 5,901 18,699 10,599 4,800 13,299 17.952 8,601 5,76u 7,005 
Illinois .............................................................................. 801 10,599 5,799 8,199 3,699 14,148 ~,848 7,518 3,459 
Michigan ........................................................................ 4,200 12,300 17,J 99 8,901 17 ,199 9,450 9,951 4,146 9,792 
Other ................................................................................ 5,298 11,901 6,204 10,599 6,504 16,066 5,964 7,926 4,605 
Total. ......................................................................... 16,200 53,499 39,801 32,499 40,701 57,616 29,364 25,350 24, 861 
West North Central 
Missouri .......................................................................... 7,599 11,601 19,200 7,899 12,501 18,860 6,003 8,07u 4,245 
Other ................................................................................ 8,382 17,040 11,901 14,220 6,798 21,371 8,733 10,284 4,881 
Total .......................................... : ................................ 15,981 28,6~1 31,101 22,119 19,299 40,231 14,736 18,354 9,126 
South Central States ........................................................ 16,131 14,190 27,450 17,469 26,700 27,058 12,561 15,645 10,734 
Far Western States 
Colorado .......................................................................... 1,500 2,700 3,099 3,300 4,500 2,08u 2,54] 2,19& 2,067 
Idaho ..... _ ......................................................................... 1,251 1,200 1,650 1,401 1,701 1,720 738 3,843 1,200 
Utah .......................................... ........................................ 411 460 680 610 806 427 75 906 786 
Washington .................................................................... 5,799 3,501 7,701 6,900 8,301 7,300 17,658 19,830 16,491 
Oregon ............................................................................ 3,801 1,500 4,101 3,501 3,600 3,128 3,855 4,335 3,384 
California ...................................................................... 4,599 4,701 I 5,700 3,000 6,000 4,690 6,93(j 6,804 6,560 
Other ................................................................................ 1,029 1.808 1 2.06b 1,769 2.098 2,100 1,389 2,052 1,842 TotaL ..................................................... ·· .................... 18.390 15.870 24.999 20,481 27,000 21,445 33,186 39,960 32,330 
United States .................................................................... 141,639 214,020 235,221 145,410 253,200 230,011 193,905 166,749 169,625 
Delta for 1910 to 1915 from U.S.D.A. Yearbook (1916), p. 635. Barrels converted to bushels by multiplying by 3. 
Data for 1916 to 1923 from U.S.D.A. Yearbook (1925), p. 859. 
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TABLE 4. TOTAL APPLE PRODUC'l'ION IN THE UNITED STATES BY IMPORTANT S T ATES AND DISTRICTS, 1910 TO 1926 
(In thousand bushels) (concluded) 
New England States ................................. . 
... .. --- -_ .. -_ .. --._-- -- -- ----- -- -----.- --
Middle Atlantic States 
New York .. .................... ....... ......... .......... . 
----- .. ---------- ------- ------- ------- --
Pennsylvania .................. ......... ................ . 
-- -- -- --------------------- -----------
Other ...... ............ ............ .............. ............ . . 
-- ----- --- ---- ------ --- ------------ ----
TotaL ........ _._ .... __ ... _._ .................. __ ... .... . 
---- ------- --------------- .. ------- -----
South Atlantic States 
Virginia _ .......... _ .............. _ .. ............... ....... . 
-- ---.- ----- --------.. ----------------- -
West Virginia ._ ........ .......... .......... .......... . 
--------- --- ------- -- ----.. - .. _ .. _--------
Other ........ _ .......................... _ .................... . 
-------------- .. _--- -.. ---- -- --_ .. . _ .. _- -_ .. 
---- ------ ---- -- ---- --.. ----------------
East North Central 
Ohio _ ................................... _ ............... ....... . 
-- ----- ----- ----. _- .-------------------
Illinois ... ......................................... ..... .. ... . 
. -- .. ------- -- ---- ------_.- .. -....... ------ --
Michigan ........ ..... : ...... _ ...... ................. ...... . ____ .. 0 .. - ____ --- . _ - - -- .-- - -- -. --------- -
Other ............. ................................... ........ . . 
-- ----- .. _---------- ------ ----------- -- -
---- --------- --------------------------
West North Central 
Missou.ri .............. ............ _ ........................ . 
------------------------_._-_._. _- -_._-
Other __ .... ___ ................. ...... .............. ........... . -_._-_. __ ._---_. ---------_ . . . _---_._- --
----_._--- ----_._-----_. _- _._-----_._--
South Central States ...... ...................... .. . 
----- -_ ._._----- --- _ .. _- ---------- ----_. 
Far Western States 
Colorado .. .... ............................................ . . 
._----.------- ---_._--.- ----------- --_. 
Idaho __ ... _ ...... _._ ..... .................................... . 
---------_ ._---------- ----- ------------
Utah ........ ......... ......... .......... ..... .............. .. . 
------------ ----- ----._------------ ----
Washington ...................................... ....... . 
--------------- --- -----.-- -- ------ ----. 
Oregon ..... .... ... ........ ............... ..... ............... . 
------ ------- ------- -. ------------- ----
Ca lifornia ... ..... ....................... ................ . 
... _-------_ .... _---.-- ----- ---- ----- --
Other .................... .... .............................. _ .. . 
---- ----------- ------- -------------- ---
---------- --------- --------- ------ -----
United States .......................... ...... .. .......... .. . 
----------- ---------- ----._----_. -- ----
Data for 1916 to 1923 from U.S.D.A. Yearbook (1925), p. 859. 
Data for 1924 to 1926 from U.S.D.A. Yearbook (1926), p. 896. 
i 
'---.' -1919 1920 1921 1922 1923 1924 1925 1926 
--- -- --- --- -- ---
--
12,069 10,213 7,306 7,495 9,306 10,762 10,304 10,691 
14,350 47,0 (;7 13,500 36,000 25,000 22,000 32,500 40,375 
5,513 18,584 2,208 11,400 10,85f) 7,800 7,300 17,000 
1,666 2,942 667 2,610 2,203 2,800 2,660 4,310 
21,529 68,613 16,375 50,010 38,058 32,600 42,460 61,685 
8,943 13,744 570 8,960 10,000 14,500 7, 844 19,902 
4,189 8,040 420 5,625 8,320 7,000 4,185 10,875 
4,758 11,452 1,697 10,432 7,338 11,550 7,559 14,336 
17,890 33,236 2,687 25,017 25,658 33,050 19,588 45,113 
2.976 13,960 3.390 7,298 12,395 6,350 6,300 11,900 
4,673 5,866 2,381 9,720 7,500 6,400 7,300 8,875 
5,844 16,500 6,317 11,850 13,159 6,000 9,000 9,045 
2,735 6,84 6 2,079 6,172 7,375 3,178 4,536 6,258 
16,22g 43,172 14,167 35,040 40,429 21,928 27,136 36,078 
5,132 4,724 480 9,400 7,072 4,300 4,100 5,015 
6,056 7.881 1,953 10.593 9,128 7,000 5,332 7,27 3 
11,188 12.605 2,433 19,993 16,200 11,300 9,432 12,2,Q8 
12,630 15,471 3,340 14,475 9,353 17,590 10,676 18,055 
3,418 2,830 3,200 4,250 3,010 3,024 3,200 3,444 
3,800 3,420 4,500 3,900 5,600 2,178 6,029 4,200 
760 1,064 1,037 1,085 1,119 600 1,300 817 
25 .295 21,50~ 29 ,062 25,775 33,000 22,000 29,550 34,030 
6,921 4,158 6,667 G,300 8,000 6,500 5,400 8.036 
8,200 6,000 6,500 7,850 10,500 8,903 6,016 10,350 
2,158 1.393 1 ,548 1,512 2,609 1,290 1,298 1,673 
50,552 40,367 52,514 50,672 63,838 44,495 52,793 62,550 
142,086 233,677 99,002 202,702 202,842 171,725 172,389 246,460 
.. 
-
Barrels converted to bushels by multiplying by 3. 
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TABLE 5.-COMMERCIAL APPLE PRODUCTION IN UNITED STATES BY IMPORTANT STATES AND DIRTRICTS, 1916 TO 1926 
(In Thousand Bushels) . 
1916 1917 1918 1919 I 1920 1921 · 1922 1923 1924 1925 ' 1926 
--. ~-- - --- --- '--.. --. --. ---- ---- ----
New England States ...... .................. 4,989 2,976 2,643 4,752 3,765 3,399 . 3,204 4,797 6,408 6,192 6,504 
Middle Atlantic States 
New York ...................................... 16,632 6,174 17,850 8, 925 19,500 9,900 18,000 12,600 11,214 18,750 19,500 
Pennsylvania .. ................ ............. 3,675 2,562 3,348 2,277 4,641 663 3,648 3,798 2,340 3,033 5,388 
Other .............................. .. ........ .. .... 1,3&6 1,224 1,542 1,368 2,544 396 1,656 1,410 1,836 1,821 2,832 
TotaL ....................................... 21,693 9,960 22,740 12,570 26,685 10,959 23,304 17,808 15,390 23,604 27 ,720 
South Atlantic States 
Virginia .......................................... 6,537 5,061 5,298 4,959 5,964 240 4,200 5, 850 7,560 4,320 I 10,152 
West Virginia .......... ...... .............. 3,420 2,064 3,276 1,944 ~,020 390 2,643 4,200 2,400 2,247 5,100 
Other ............ .................... .............. 2,4(}0 2,3~4 2,406 1,377 2,922 351 ' 2,973 2,880 3,153 2,772 . 5,271 
TotaL ........................................ 12,357 9,447 10,980 8, 280 12,906 981 \ 9,816 12,930 13,113 9,339 20,523 
East North Centra l 
Ohio ........... _ .... ............ .. ............ ...... 2,241 1,509 2,706 840 4,335 1,080 1,824 3,099 2,082 2,034 3,018 
Illinois .................................... .. ...... 3,120 4,662 2,511 2,136 4,107 1,191 4,350 4,200 3,300 3,645 3,750 
Michigan ...... .... .............................. 4,242 1,545 4,485 3,150 9,501 3,624 5,097 6,354 3,000 5,100 4,467 
Other .............. ... : ............................ 1,209 1,740 1,140 73 5 2,109 519 1,134 1,308 729 1,071 1,329 
TotaL ............... .. ........................ 10,812 9,456 10,842 6,861 20,052 6,414 12,405 14,961 9,111 11,850 12,564 
West North Central 
Missouri ........... ................. .... .... .. .. 2,025 3,384 2,205 3,030 2,772 90 3,750 2,550 1,764 1,938 1,857 
Other .................... .... ............ .......... 2,787 3,~45 1,64, 2,742 2,697 405 2, 823 2,571 1,95 6 1,404 1,731 
TotaL ......................... .... ............ 4,812 7,029 3,852 5,772 5,469 495 6,573 5,121 3,720 3,342 3,588 
South Centra l Sta t es .................... 1,779 2,565 1,863 3,942 3,648 447 2,565 2,475 3,126 2,370 2,469 
Far Western Stat es 
Colorado ...................... .............. .... 2,031 2,103 1,581 2,484 2,208 2,436 3,102 2,409 2,418 2,850 2,907 
Idaho .......................................... ...... 510 2,619 336 3,024 2,268 4,077 3,450 4,800 1,800 5,250 2,775 
Utah ......... .......... .. ......... .................. 72 552 489 363 588 594 594 780 360 900 480 
W ashington .................................. 14,676 13,860 12,888 21,501 17,202 24,900 22,023 28,800 18,825 26,010 25,650 
Oregon ........ ...... ............. ................. 2,403 2,139 2,013 4,071 2,496 5,001 3,780 5,250 4,500 3,888 5,100 
California .......................... ........ .... 3,522 3,522 3,381 3,600 3,690 4,056 4,197 6,300 4,470 3,291 6,144 
Other .................................... .......... 665 795 621 1,257 738 912 822 1,377 798 852 861 
Total Box Area .......................... 23 ,799 25 ,590 21,309 36,300 29,190 41,976 37,968 49 ,716 33,171 43 ,041 43,917 
Total Barrel Area ........................ 56,442 41,433 52,920 42,177 72,525 22,695 57,867 58,092 50,8 68 56 ,697 73 ,3 68 
United States ..... ............................. 80,241 67,023 74,229 78,477 101,715 64 ,671 95 ,835 107,808 84,039 99,738 117,285 
. 
Data for 1916 to 1918 from U.S.D.A. Yearbook (1920) , p. 653; Sources give f igures in barrels. Barrels converted t o bush els 
Data for 1919 to 1922 from U.S.D.A. Yearbook (1923) , p. 732; by multiplying by 3. 
Data for 1923 to 1926 from U.S.D.A. Yearbook (1926) , p . 897. 
i--" 
..,. 
to 
~ 
t"' 
t:z:J 
t-3 
~ 
2: 
t--:> 
o 
00 
AN ECONOMIC S TUDY OF THE APPLE I NDUSTRY OF U TAH 15 
Changes in Number of Apple Trees in Utah 
In 1910, Utah had a total of 1,306,299 trees, of which 60.4 per cent 
were of non-bearing age (Table 6) . In 1925, the tot al number was 
only 662,726, wit h less than 16 per cent of non-bea ring age. From 
TOOELE 
J UA8 
l,.fILL A!?D 
BEAVER 
IRO'" 
LOCATIO OF THE P RINCIPAL APPLE-P RODUCI NG SECTIONS 
IN U TAH, 1925. 
..... 
.. .. 
'" 
., 
KAN~ 
DACGET 
tJlNTA 
SAN JUAIf 
::: :: 
.... 
Each Dot Represents 
1,000 Trees 
F IG. 3.- Seventy-four per cent of the total apple trees in Utah are located 
in Utah , Salt Lake, Box Elder, Weber, Cache, and Davis Counties, with 37.8 
per cent in Utah County alone. 
(The dots representing the number of trees in ea€h county were placed 
without regard to actual location of trees in the respective counties). 
(Data from U. S. Agricultural Census Report, 1925-See Table 7). 
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TABLE 6.-ApPLE TREES IN UTAH, BEARING AND NON-BEARING AGE, 
1910, 1920, 1925 
Total No. of Trees No. of Trees P er centage Trees 
Year No. of of Bearing of Nou-bea ring of Non-bearing 
Trees Age Age Age is of Total 
-----
1910 1,306,299 517,039 789,260 60.4 
1920 80 6,775 726,471 80,304 10.0 
1925 662,726 558,106 104,620 15.8 
Data from U. S. Censu s R eports, 1910, 1920, a nd 1925. 
1910 to 1925, there was a reduction in the total number of trees of 
49.3 per cent. 
In 1925, the number of trees of non-bearing age was only 13.3 per 
cent of the number in 1910, while the number of trees of bearing age 
in 1910 and in 1925 was approximately the same. 
T ABLE 7.-Nu :i\ffiER AND PERCENTAGE OF APPLE TREES OF BEARING AND 
OF NON-BEARING AGE, IN 1: TAH, BY COUNTIES, 1925 
u mber of Trees of P er centa ge of Trees of 
County Cou nty State 
Bear- Non- Bear- N on- Bear - Non -
All ing bearing All ing bearing ing bearing 
Ages Age Age Ages Age Age Age Age 
Ut ah ___ _____ _____ _ 250,405 193,400 57,005 37.8 77.2 22.8 34.6 54.5 
Sa lt L ake ___ ___ 63 ,420 57,202 6,218 9.6 90.2 9. 8 10.2 5.9 
Box Elder __ __ 55 ,667 51,900 3,767 8.4 93.2 6.8 9.3 3.6 
Weber • • •• e _ ___ _ 48,582 44,844 3,738 7.3 92.3 7.7 8.0 3.6 
Cache 
-----.-- --
43,060 41,115 1,945 6_5 95.5 4_5 7.4 1.9 Emery __ ________ 31,785 30 ,152 1,633 4_ 8 94.9 5.1 5.4 1.6 Davis ______ ____ __ 28,165 23 ,592 4,573 4.2 83 .8 16.2 4.2 4.4 
Tooele __ ___ ___ ____ 23 ,934 20,077 3,857 3_6 83.9 16.1 3.6 3.7 
San P ete __ ______ 19,214 18,513 701 2.9 96.4 3.6 3.3 0.7 
W ashington __ 13,889 8,931 4,958 2.1 64.3 35.7 1.6 4.7 
Uintah 
--------
12,411 10,655 1,756 1.9 85.8 14.2 1.9 1.7 
Juab 
-------- ----
12,258 6,411 5,847 1.8 52.3 47.7 1.2 5.6 
Millard 
-----.. --
11,907 9,363 2,544 1.8 'l 8.6 21.4 1.7 2.4 
Sevier 
------ -- --
9,364 8,630 734 1.4 92.2 7.8 1.6 0.7 
Duchesne ___ ___ 8,205 6,029 2,176 1.2 73.5 26.5 1.1 2.1 
W a s 3.t ch 
------
5,102 5,047 55 O. 98.9 1.1 0.9 0.0 
Carbon _____ _____ 4,800 4,147 653 0.7 86.4 13.6 0.7 0. 6 
Grand __ _ ._____ __ . 4,412 4,163 249 0.7 94.4 5.6 0.8 0.2 
Beaver 
--- -----
2,306 1,975 331 0.4 85 .6 14.4 0.4 0.3 Rich ___ __ _______ __ 2,300 2,137 163 0.4 92.9 7.1 0.4 0.2 
Iron 
-- -------- ----
2,023 1,499 524 0.3 74.1 25.9 0_3 0.5 
Morgan 
------.-
1,991 1,822 169 0.3 91.5 8.5 0.3 0.2 
Kane _. __ a_. _._.,. 1,412 1,238 174 0.2 87.7 12.3 0.2 0.2 
Wayne . ____ . ___ _ 1,355 1,120 229 0.2 83. 1 16.9 0.2 0.2 
Summit ______ __ 1,298 1,241 57 0_2 95.6 4.4 0.2 0.0 
Garfield ________ 1,117 850 267 0.2 76.1 23.9 0.2 0.2 
Piute 
.. --------.-
1,233 1,167 66 0.2 94.6 5.4 0.2 0.1 
San Juan ______ 1,024 858 166 0.1 83.8 16.2 0.1 0.1 
Daggett 
--------
87 22 65 0.0 25.3 74.7 0.0 0.1 
----
Total 
_.- --------. 662,726' 558,106 104,620 100.0 84.2 15.8 100_0 100.0 
c -
Data from U. S. Census Report, 1925. 
'l'ABLE 8.- T oTAL NUMBI£R OF APPLE TH,EI~S OF BEARING AND NON-BEARING AGE, BY OJoTJ{lUTR, 1910, 1920, 1925 . (continued) 
--------- -- -
--
Total Number of Trees Number of Trees of Bea ring Age 
District 
1910 1920 1925 1910 1920 1925 
-----
Utah .... .... .... .. ...... ... ........ .. .... .... ............ ... .......... 1,306,299 806,775 662,726 517,039 726,471 789,260 
Western Box Area .. ... ..... .... .. ....... ....... .... ...... . 26,973,290 24,326,299 20,946,391 12,136,679 21 ,202,561 18,272,427 
Middle Atlanti~ .. ... .... .. .... ...... ...... ..................... 42,622,896 35,887,497 34 ,693,676 29,162,858 26,185,026 26 ,242,507 
Northeast ....... ...... ... .... .... .. .. .. .. ........................ 36,465,458 32,621,965 30,793 ,153 28 ,521,437 24,126,645 23,507,504 
North Centra l .... ...... .. ... .. ................................ 44,745 ,228 30,127,274 28 ,339 ,14u 34,134,909 22,449,054 20,015,976 
Plains .. .. ...... .. .. ............ ......... ............ ...... ...... .... 58,076,136 23,471,467 19,502,198 42,350,670 17,999,522 12,956,598 
Southern .... ........ .... .. .. .... ... ... .... .... .... ...... ...... ...... 8,230,057 5,067,534 4,171,970 5,014,633 3,345,321 2,702,168 
Total Barrel Area ................ .......... .. .. .... ........ 190,139,775 127,175,737 117,050 ,137 139,184,507 94 ,105,568 85,424,753 
Total United States ........ ........ ... ........... ... ......... 217,113,065 151,502,036 137,996,528 151,321,186 115,308,129 103,697,180 
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TABLE S.-TOTAL NUMBER OF APPLE TREES OF BEARING AND NON-BEARING 
AGE, BY DISTRICTS, 1910, 1920, 1925 (concluded) 
b Num er Percentage That Trees 
of Trees Not of of Non-bearing Age 
Bearing Age is of Total 
District --_. 
1910 1920 1925 1910 
Utah -_ .. ................ 789,260 SO,304 104,620 60.4 
Western 
Box Area .. . ___ 14,836,611 3,123,738 2,673,964 55.0 
Middle 
Atlantic ______ 13,460,038 9,702,471 8,451,169 31.6 
Northeast ...... 7,944,021 ~,495,320 7,255,6.9 21.8 
North Central ___ ____ .__ 10,610,319 7,678,220 8,323,164 23.7 
Plains _. _____ __ ____ _ 15,725,366 5,471,9.5 6,095,600 27.1 
Southern .-_ ...... 3,215,424 1,722,213 1,469,802 39.1 
Total 
Barrel Area __ 50,955,268 33,070,169 31,625,384 26.8 
Total 
United States_ 65,791,879 36.193,907 34,299,348 30.3 
States included in Various Districts: 
Western (Box Area) 
Montana 
Idaho 
Colorado 
New Mexico 
Arizona 
tah 
Washington 
Oregon 
California 
Northeast 
New York 
Maine 
New Hampshire 
Vermont 
Ma ssachusetts 
Rhode Island 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 
Connecticut 
Southern 
Texas 
Louisiana 
Georgia 
Florida 
Mississippi 
Alabama 
Middle Atlantic 
Tennessee 
Kentucky 
Virginia 
West Virginia 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Mar yland 
Delaware 
Dist r ict of Columbia 
North Central 
Ohio 
Indiana 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
Plains 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Minnesota 
Iowa 
Nebraska 
Kans3.s 
Oklahoma 
Arka.ns3.s 
Missouri 
Data from U. S. Census Reports, 1910, 1920, 1925 
1920 
10.0 
12.8 
27.0 
26.0 
25.5 
23.3 
34.0 
26.0 
23.9 
1925 
15.8 
12.8 
2 • .4 
23.7 
29 .• 
32.0 
35.2 
27.0 
2 • . 9 
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Although the percentage of non-bearing trees had increased from 
10 per cent in 1920 to 15.8 per cent in 1925, the increased plantings 
have not been sufficient to maintain the l!tah apple orchards. 
According to the 1925 Census, Utah County had 37.8 per cent of 
the total trees in the state and had 54.5 per cent of the total trees 
of non-bearing age (Table 7). Of the total trees within the county, 
22 .8 per cent were not of bearing age, while the percentage of trees 
of non-bearing age in all other commercial apple-producing counties 
of the state varied from 4.5 per cent in Cache County to 16.2 per cent 
I"/;/}; /"/ 
T OTAL ApPLE T REE OF B EARI G AND N o -BEARING AGE IN 
BAR~EL AND B ox ARI'~AS , 1910, 1920, 1925 
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F IG. 4.-There has been more uniformity in relationship between the 
apple trees of bearing and non-bearing age in the barrel area than in the 
box area of he United States. Heavy plantings were made in the box area 
previous to 1910. The past ten years has not justified the setting of new 
orchards. 
(Data from Table 8, p. 18). 
20 
~!J0/7 
BULI .E'l'lN 2US 
T OTAL ApPLE TREES OF BEARING A D No -BEARI ' G Au!!.: llY 
DI TRIOTS, 1910, 1920, 1925. 
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FIG. 5.-A reduction in the tota l number of apple trees in all distr icts 
has taken phce since 1910. For the period of 1910 to 1925, the r elationship 
between the trees of bearing a nd non-bearing age in the North Central, Mid-
dle Atlantic, and Northeast has been more uniform than in the Plains or 
Western Sections. 
(Data from Table 8, p. 18). 
in Davis County. The non-bearing apple trees in Utah County in 1926 
approximately equaled in number the total of all new plantings in 
the other commercial counties. Utah County, it appears, will con-
tinue for some time to be the leading apple county of the state. 
Changes in Number of Apple Trees in United states 
From 1910 to 1925 the number of trees in the box area decreased 
22.3 per cent (Table 8 and Fig. 4). A still greater reduction took place 
in the barrel area, for the same period, with a decrease of 38.4 per 
cent, while the average for the United states was 36.4 per cent. In 
1925, 12.8 per cent of the trees in the box area were not of bearing age, 
while in the barrel area 27 per cent came in this class. The relation 
between the trees of bearing and non-bearing age was 26.8 per cent 
for 1910, with 26 per cent for 1920 and 27 per cent for 1925. The lower 
percentage of trees of non-bearing age in the western states for the 
latter period was to have been expected since the majority of the 
trees in this section are young and the price of apples has not war-
ranted extensive plantings during recent years. 
Planting Dates of Utah Apple Orcbards 
According to the survey of 126 commercial apple growers of the 
state, 78.1 per cent of the trees in the orchards in 1926 were planted 
from 1906 to 1915 and were from 11 to 20 years of age. Four per cent 
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PLANTI G DATES OF ApPLE TREES IN 126 UTAH 
COMMERCIAL ORCHARDH 
/ jJ()/- /905 
/~/- /.9/S 
/ .9.?/ - /..92(5" 
F IG. 6.-Seventy-eight per cent of the apple trees now standing in 126 
commer cial orchards were planted from 1906 to 1915, and only 10 per cent 
have been planted since 1915. 
(Data from Table 9, p. 22). 
of the commercial trees now standing in these orchards were planted 
previous to 1906 and 10.3 -per cent were planted since 1915 (Fig. 6 and 
Table 9.) The Utah commercial apple orchards were planted within 
a very short period and the plantings since 1916 have not been suf-
ficient to maintain present production in the commercial orchards 
of the state. 
There is a more marked difference in the ages of apple trees in 
the commercial apple orchards of the state than in the non-commer-
dal apple orchards. In all orchards surveyed, which includes both 
eommercial and family orchards, 15.7 per cent of the trees were less 
than five years old, while in the commercial orchards only 5.6 per 
eent were under five years of age (Table 10) . One-fourth of the trees 
in all orchards surveyed were under 10 years, and one-fourth were 
from 20 to 40 years of age, while in the commercial orchards only 
one-tenth were under ten years and a little more than one-tenth 
were over twenty years old. The significant fact is that the new 
plantings are largely for local consumption and family use, while the 
commercial growers have not planted any appreciable number of 
trees since 1916. 
Planting Dates of Specified Varieties of Utah Apples 
The Jonathan apple has been the principal variety grown by these 
126 commercial apple growers in Utah since 1895 (Table ll). Ap-
prOximately 50 per cent of all the trees planted since that year, and 
22 
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still standing in 1926, were Jonathans, 
while about 33 per cent were of the 
three varieties, Rome Beauty, Gano, 
and Winesap. In 1926,48 per cent of the 
total trees reported were Jonathan (Fig. 
7) . For the five years previous to 1927, 
42.3 per cent of the new plantings were 
Jonathan, 29.4 per cent Delicious, and 
21.6 per cent Rome Beauty, or 93.3 per cent 
of all trees set out during this period 
and standing in 1926 were of these three 
varieties. 
Although 29.4 per cent of the plant-
ings from 1921 to 1926 have been De-
licious, the total number of trees of this 
variety equals only. 3 per cent of the 
total trees covered by this survey. 
With the exception of Delicious and 
Winter Pearmain, the majority of trees 
of all varieties reported in 1926 were 
planted from 1906 to 1915. Of the De-
licious 54.9 per cent and of the Winter 
Pearmain 30.9 per cent were under 
five years of age in 1926 (Table 12). Of 
the Ben Davis reported in 1926, 58~5 per 
cent and of the Gano 55.4 per cent were 
set out from 1906 to 1910. It must be 
remembered that these percentages rep-
resent trees standing in 1926. A num-
ber of growers reported that they had 
recently pulled large numbers of Ben 
Davis and Gano, which would indicate 
that the plantings of these varieties 
from 1906 to 1910 had been even greater 
than the survey indicates. 
During the last five years the com-
mercial apple growers have planted 
principally Jonathan, Delicious, and 
Rome Beauty (Fig. 8). A few Winter 
Banana and Winter Pearmain have also 
been plan ted. The local trade has 
largely stimulated the planting of 
Delicious and Winter Pearmain. The 
commercial growers have discontinued 
the planting of Gano, Ben Davis, Black 
Twig, and Missouri Pippin. 
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TABLE 10.-AGE OF APPLE TREES IN UTAH ORCHARDS, 1926* 
I Number of Trees Percentage in Each 
Reported Age Group 
Age Groups 
Commercial Commercial 
Commercial and Family Commercial and Family 
Orchards Orchards Orchards Orchards 
5 years or less .... 6,425 22,228 5.6 15.7 
6-10 years ............ 5,313 13,460 4.7 9.5 
11-20 years .......... 88,992 70,398 78.0 49.8 
21-40 years ............ 4,525 35,297 4.0 25.0 
Unclassified ........ 8,766 . ... -. 7.7 ...... 
TotaL .............. 114,021 141,480 100.0 100.0 
*Data reported as "commercial and family orchards" coverIng 141,480 
trees, are from an apple tree survey made in 1926 by Frank Andrews, Sta-
tistician for Utah, for the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. This survey 
included reports from both commercial and family orchards. However, Mr. 
Andrews reports that a large number of the schedules was from non-
commercial growers. 
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF THE VARIOUS VARIETIES OF APPLES IN UTAH, 
1926, AS REPORTED BY 126 COMMERCIAL ORCHARDISTS 
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FIG. 7.-The total number of trees of the Jonathan variety was pr actically 
equal to the total of all other varieties grown by commercial Utah apple 
growers In 1926. 
(Data from Table 11, p. 24). 
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APPLE PRICES 
The Purchasing Power of Utah Apples 
With the exception of one year, the indices of apple prices in 
Utah show that the average price received by growers since 1912 has 
been below the average price paid for other farm commodities in 
Utah and below the average price paid by farmers for commodities 
bought (Figs. 9 and 10 and Table 13), 
Using the pre-war period from 1910 to 1914 as a base equal to 100, 
apple prices in Utah have increased only 27 per cent since 1914. The 
purchasing power of the apple dollar, in terms of goods the farmer 
buys, for this period has been 80 cents and, for the past five years, 
the price of apples has been but 10 per cent above pre-war, with a 
purchasing power of only 71 cents. 
The average increase in price of all farm products in Utah since 
1914 has been 52 per cent, with an average purchasing power of 96 
cents, and for the past five years the price has been 43 per cent above 
the base period, with a purchasing power of 92 cents. The prices of 
goods the farmer buys rose on an average for the whole period 58 
per cent and, for the past five years have shown an increase of 55 
per cent. The average price of commodities which the farmer buys, 
since 1914, has been 31 per cent above apples and 6 per cent above all 
Utah farm products, while for the past five years, 1923-1927, it has 
been 45 per cent above Utah apple prices and 12 per cent above all 
Utah farm products. 
Farm Prices of Apples 
The average farm prices of apples in the leading apple states of 
the west, for the period 1914 to 1927, according to reports of the United 
TABLE 11.-RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF NUMBER OF TREES OF VARIOUS 
VARIETIES IN UTAH ORCHARDS, 1926 (CLASSIFIED BY PLANTING 
DATES), AS REPORTED BY 126 COMMERCIAL APPLE GROWERS 
Percent- ge Distribution by Variety 
Total Trees Trees Reported in 1926, 
Reported by Date of Planting 
Variet.y 
Per- 1895 1896 1901 1906 1911 1916 
Num- cent or to to to to to 
ber age before 1900 1905 1910 1915 1920 
- -- -- --- -- --
-- -- --
Jonathan ..... _----- 54.787 48.0 100.0 47.5 83.1 49.6 55.2 39,4 
Rome Beauty ____ 13,526 11.8 
-.---. 
1.3 2.1 10.7 14.2 17.3 
Gano ....... _ .... _--_ ...... _- 12.475 10.9 
--- . ... 
31.8 0.9 16.2 8.0 24.9 
Winesap ... -...... _.- 12,205 10.7 
----.. 
13.2 6.0 10.9 14.3 9.9 
Delicious ....... _ ........ - 3,445 3.0 .... .... ... 
----
-_ ... 1.5 1,4 4.9 
Black Twig ________ 2,480 2.2 ........... 5.1 -_ .. 5.1 0.5 
----
Winter Banana 1,814 1.6 
---_.-
___ a __ _ a 
___ a 3.5 0.6 
Arkans3s Black 1,550 1.4 . -._ .... .--. . --- 3.6 _ ... .. ..... 
Ben Davis .... _ .. ___ 1,318 1.2 ----_ .. 1.1 3.5 1.8 0.8 0.9 
Missouri Pippin 975 0.9 
... ----
.. . .. - 4.0 0.1 1.8 
.. ---
Winter Pearmaln 680 0.6 .. .. ..... .._ ... 0.4 0.5 0.3 2.1 
Others ...... __ ..... ...... 8,766 7.7 ........... 
----
-_ .... .... 
----
_ .. _ .. 
---
-- --- -- -- -- -- --Total_. __ ... ___ .. _. 114,021 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
of 
1921 
to 
1926 
--
42.3 
21.6 
_ .. _-
1.1 
29.4 
....-. 
2.3 
.-.. 
----
__ a • 
3.3 
.---
--
100.0 
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states Department of Agriculture, was Utah, $1.33; Idaho, $1.36; Colo-
rado, $1.44; Washington, $1.21; and California, $1.41 (Table_ 14). 
The prices in Utah have been below the other states mentioned 
for the past five years. These prices, however, do not represent the 
a verage price paid to growers during the period of the main crop 
movement, but are average prices, as reported to the United states 
Department of Agriculture by the Utah apple growers, for the whole 
twelve months, including early and late crops. Similar quotations are 
made to the Department by the other states and should, therefore, 
be comparable. 
utah Apple Prices of Major Varieties 
During the harvest season from 1922 to 1926, the average prices 
paid in Utah by shippers and cooperative marketing associations for 
Jonathan, Winesap, Rome Beauty, and Winter Banana apples has 
been from 71 to 75 cents a bushel for unpacked apples and from 
$1.04 to $1.08 for packed apples (Table 15). For this period the price 
paid for Jonathans has averaged three to four cents above prices 
paid for the other three varieties. These prices are for Combination 
grade,4 consisting of Extra Fancy, Fancy, and C grade apples. • The 
average cost of packing and grading, including oontainers, as reported 
by the dealers and associations, for this period, was 33 cents per 
bushel. When packed, the bushel basket was the customary container 
used for this grade. In recent years the custom has developed of 
shipping apples to Los Angeles in unlidded boxes and selling as loose 
or unpacked apples. 
TABLE 12.-PERCENTAGE OF APPLE TREES STANDING IN 1926 THAT WERE 
PLANTED AT PPECIFIED DATES, BY VARIETY, AS REPORTED BY 
126 COMMERCIAL GROWERS IN UTAH 
-
Total Trees Percentage of Each Variety Planted 
Reported at Specified Periods 
. 1895 
Variety Per- or 1896 1901 1906 1911 1916 1921 
Num- cpnt- Be- to to to to to to To-
ber age fore 1900 1905 1910 1915 1920 1926 tal 
~ --- .-
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Jonathan 
----.. -_.- 54,787 48.0 0.2 1.4 4.3 38.6 46.7 3 0 5.0 100 
Rome Beauty .. _. 13,526 11.8 
----
0.2 0.4 33.8 48.6 6.6 10.2 100 
Gano 
.. ---.--._ -------- 12,475 10.9 -_ .. 4.0 0.2 55.4 29.8 10.6 a_e . 100 
Winesap 
.. -.. _--- -- --
12.205 10.7 ...... 1.7 1.4 37.8 54.2 4.3 0.6 100 
Delicious 3,445 3.0 _ .... 
----
. .. . - 18.3 19.3 7.5 54.9 100 
Black Twig ... _ .... 2,480 2.2 .. .. . 3.2 
----
87.0 9.8 
----
_._. 100 
Winter Banana 1,814 1.6 
---- ---- ----
0.6 89.5 1.6 8.3 100 
Arkans ~ s Black 1,550 1.4 
----
_._. 
-_.- JOO.O . _ .. - -- .. ....... 100 
Ben D3.vis ... _ .. _ ... 1,318 1.2 __ a. 1.3 7.6 58.9 28.4 3.8 .. ..... . 100 
Missouri Pippin 975 0.9 .-- .. .. - 11.8 5.1 83.1 ..... e •• • 100 
Winter Pearmah: 680 0.6 .. -.-
----
1.5 29.0 22.3 16.3 30.9 100 
Others 
... ----.. _----_. 8,766 ... 7.7 
---- -.--
___ a ___ a 
----
.. _-- .. -... .---
--- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
All Varieties ...... 114,021 100.0 0.1 1.4 2.5 37.4 40.7 4.7 5.6 100 
-
4Combination grade, as used in this publication, includes Extra Fancy, 
Fancy, and C grade apples, as defined on page 2 of "Official Grades for the 
Standardization of I t e h Farm Products, 1926", published by Department of 
Agriculture, State of Utah. 
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AGE DIS1.'RIBUTION OF SPECIFIED VARIETIES 
Planting 1896-1901-1906-1911-1916-1921-
Dates 1900 1905 1910 1915 1920 1926 
Age in 26-30 2:t.-25 16-20 11-15 f)-10 0-5 
1926 Yrs. Yrs. Yrs. Yrs. Yrs. Yrs. 
FIG. 8.-The Jonathan apple has been the principal variety planted and 
retained since 1895. The planting of Gano and Winesap has been discon-
tinued during recent years. New plantings are mainly Jonathan, Delicious, 
and Rome Beauty. 
(Data from Table 11, p. 24). 
The price paid for the Delicious apple has been somewhat higher 
than the average price for other varieties, due partially to its de-
mand on the local market, while the price for Ganos, on the average, 
has been lower than for the standard varieties, because of its rela-
tively low quality and the abundance of other apples. For the past five 
years, this variety has averaged 24 cents a bushel below the price 
received for Jonathans. 
In the past, the apple shippers have bought mainly in bulk on a 
ton baSiS, while the practice used by the cooperative marketing 
associations has been to receive from members apples in bulk, and to 
grade, pack, and sell in pools. As a rule, containers are supplied by 
shippers and cooperative associations. 
Apple Prices on the Los Angeles Market 
For the past six crop years, June 1921 to July 1927, Extra Fancy 
Jonathans on an average have sold to jobbers on the Los' Angeles 
market for $2.40 a box, with baskets or Combination grade averaging 
$1.82 and loose averaging $1.77 (Table 16). The average spread be-
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tween the prices for Extra Fancy and Combination grade apples for 
this period has been 58 cents a bushel, and the difference between 
Extra Fancy and loose apple prices has been 63 cents a bushel. 
On an average, Winesaps have sold for a higher price than Jona-
thans or Rome Beauties. This is partly accounted for in that the 
Winesap apples are held for the late market and consequently must 
stand a longer storage charge. The average price for Rome Beauty 
(Extra Fancy) for the same period has been $2.13, or 27 cents below 
the average Jonathan price; the average loose price for Rome Beauty 
has been 48 cents below the price received for loose Jonathans. 
Time of Marketing Various Varieties of Apples on 
·Los Angeles Market 
The season for the Jonathan apple on the Los Angeles market, on 
an average, is from September to February (Table 17). Shipments of 
Rome Beauties begin in October and continue until April, while 
Winesaps come on the market in January and continue through until 
June. Although there are three definite seasons for these varieties, 
shipments necessarily overlap. 
The prices for Jonathans are highest in September, January, and 
February; the low point is reached in November, during the heavy 
shipping period (Fig. 11). 
On an average, from September to November, there has been a 
drop of 27 cents a box in prices of Extra Fancy Jonathans, while the 
price of Combination grade Jonathans in baskets has declined 65 
cents a basket for the same period. Most of the apples sold on the 
Los Angeles markets as Combination grade in baskets are shipped 
I NDEX OF U TAH F ARM PRICES (APPLES A ND ALL FARM COMMODITIES ) 
1910-1927 (1910-1914-100) 
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FIG. 9.-With the exception of one year the price of apples in Utah has 
been below the average price of all Utah farm products since 1912. F or t he 
past five years apple prices have averaged 33 points below Utah farm pr ices. 
(Data from Table 13, p. 28~. 
2 BlJLLETIN 208 
from Utah and Idaho, and these two states are largely responsible 
for the heavy shipments to this market during the harvest season, 
with the result that the price is depressed much more than is the 
case for other grades. 
TABLE 13.-TREND I APPI,E PRICE A:-i O Pl "n HA I POWER IN UTAH, COM-
PARED WITH AYERACE PBI E OF ALL FAKM COl\fMODITIE. I r TAH A D 
PRICE PAID BY FARMER FOR OMl\1001TIF. SO CHT 
5-year base period- -t ah: J anuary 1910 to December 1914-100 
. S.: August 1909 to July 1914=100 
Index Numbers of Prices R ela tive Purchasing 
F _rm Prices Paid by Power 
All Farm Farmers All F rm 
Year Utah Products for Utah Pr01ucts 
Apples Utab U. S. Commorlities Apples Ut3.b U. S. 
Bougbt 
---. --- --- .--- --- --- ---
1910 117 107 102 98 110 109 105 
1911 120 94 95 101 1t8 93 94 
1912 94 98 99 100 94 98 99 
1913 86 100 100 100 86 100 100 
1914 84 102 102 101 83 101 101 
--- --- ---
~ --_. 
--- ---
Average 
1910·14 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
--- --- --- --- ---
---
1915 86 108 100 106 81 102 94 
1916 123 125 117 123 100 102 9) 
1917 143 178 176 150 95 119 117 
1918 117 193 200 178 66 108 112 
1919 167 202 209 205 81 99 102 
1920 204 216 205 206 99 105 100 
1921 142 112 116 156 91 72 74 
1922 122 126 124 152 80 83 82 
1923 100 140 135 153 65 92 88 
1924 · 104 140 134 IH 68 91 87 
1925 134 153 147 159 84 96 92 
1926 94 140 136 156 60 90 87 
1927 117 143 131 154 76 93 85 
--- --- --- --- --- ---
Average 
1915·27 127 152 148 158 81\ 96 93 
--- - --- ---
----
-, -.. -- --- ---
Average 
1923-27 110 143 137 155 71 92 88 
D3.ta on prices paid the producers in Utah for apples and other farm 
pror1ucts, index numbers of fgrm prices of the United Stgtes, and prices paid 
by farmers for commodities bought. from Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 
United States Department of Agriculture. 
In Shtfstical Bulletin No. 17 (March 1927) and The Agricultural Situ-
ation, Vol. 12, No.9 (Sept. 1, 1928). 
Price Index and rel?tfve purchasing power of apples and other farm 
products from unpublished report "Utah Farm Prices", by W. P. Thomas. 
(The purchasing power of f arm commodities calculated by dividing the 
index of f O' rm prices by the index of prices paid by farmers for commodi-
ties bought.) 
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I NDEX OF UTAH ApPLE PRICES AND PIUCE P AID BY "F'ABMER FOR 
COMMODITIES BOUGHT, 1910-1927 
(1910-1914=100) 
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FIG. 10.-The average index of apple prices in Utah since 1914 has been 
31 points below the index of prices of the commodities which the farmer 
has to buy. 
(Data from Table 13, p. 28). 
The price of loose apples has not declined by November as has the 
price of fruit in baskets. This is largely accounted for by the fact 
that the loose apples of Combination grade mainly go into storage 
during October and November.5 
The unpopularity of the basket for storage also affects the quantity 
of basket apples going into storage during the peak shipping season. 
During the six crop years, 1921-1926, the average price of Extra 
Fancy Rome Beauty ranged from $1.75 in October to $2.76 in May 
(Fig. 12 and Table 17), with an average price for the season of $2.13 
(Table 16), For baskets, or Combination grade, the average seasonal 
price for the six years was $1.66. The low point for this grade was 
also reached in October, and the highest price was paid in February. 
The basket and loose apples are off the market in February, while 
some Extra Fancy and Fancy Rome Beauties are on the market up 
until May. After the slump in apple prices in March, the Fancy grade 
continues to go down through April and May, while Extra Fancy 
grade rapidly advances. The average price for Rome Beauties in 
baskets has been $1.66, or 47 cents below the price of Extra Fancy, 
while the average price for loose Rome Beauties has been $1.29, or 
84 cents below Extra Fancy price. There has been a much greater 
spread between loose and Extra Fancy prices for Rome Beauty than is 
the case for Jonathan. 
The Winesap apple comes on the Los Angeles market in December 
5Unpublished report on Los Angeles Apple Market, 1927, by the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics, United States Department of Agriculture. 
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and continues until June (Table 17). The average price for Extra 
Fancy grade Winesaps, from 1921 to 1927, has been $2.59, with an 
average price of $2.35 for Fancy grade, $1.80 for Combination grade 
in baskets, and $1.89 for Combination grade, loose (Fig. 13 and Table 
16). The Winesap apple sells at a higher price on the Los Angeles 
market than does Jonathan or Rome Beauty. There is, however, an 
extra storage charge that would largely offset this difference in price. 
Due to the keeping quality of this variety, it comes on the market 
late in the season and as a result does not meet the competition met 
by the earlier varieties. The price for this variety has been good 
for large, high quality apples, while there has been no demand for 
the small, low grade Winesap. 
The general trend of apple prices on the Los Angeles market is 
downward from September to November. The rise takes place from 
December to March, when on an average, a slump in price occurs, 
followed by higher prices which continue until June. 
CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF AP PLES 
For the past seven years, June 1921 to J uly 1926, 84 per cent of 
the total carlot shipments of apples from Utah have been made during 
TABLE 14.-FARM PRICE OF APPLE I ~ UTAH, IDAHO, COLORADO, 
WASHINGTON, AND CALIF OR lA, 1910 TO 1927 
(Dollars per bushel) 
-. 
Year Utah Idaho Colorado Washington California 
----
1910 1.22 1.21 1.21 1.15 .96 
1911 1.25 1.21 1.49 1.02 .86 
1912 .9 1.09 1.25 1.02 .94 
1913 .90 .98 1.06 .81 .93 
1914 .88 1.05 1.02 .91 .99 
---- -
5-Yr. Avg. 1.04 1.11 1.21 .98 .94 
- - -- -----
1915 .90 .88 .94 .79 .83 
1916 1.29 1.25 1.13 .94 .94 
1917 1.50 1.35 1.54 1.08 1.04 
1918 1.22 1.40 1.63 1.01 1.25 
1919 1.75 2.14 2.12 1.60 1.87 
1920 2.13 1.94 2.19 1.69 2.05 
1921 1.48 1.38 1.31 1.42 1.44 
1922 1.27 1.30 1.30 1.22 1.56 
1923 1.04 1.10 1.56 1.09 1.53 
1924 1.09 1.29 1.16 1.16 1.52 
1925 1.40 1.39 1.51 1.45 1.63 
1926 .98 1.06 1.20 1.07 1.29 
1927 1.21 1.14 1.17 1.20 1.32 
----
Avg. 1914-27 1.33 1.36 1.H 1.21 1.41 
---- -----
Avg. Past 
5 Yrs. 1.14 1.20 1.32 1.19 1.58 
Data from U.S.D.A. StaUs. Bul. No. 17 (1927). 
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October and November, while the average for the western states, or 
box area, for these months has been but 54.9 per cent; the average for 
the whole United states for this period has been 53.6 per cent (Table 
18) . The shipments from Utah from December to June of each year 
have been 7 per cent of the total. The shipments from December to 
June from the box area have equaled 30.3 per cent of the total from 
this district, with an average for the United states for this period of 
26.6 per cent. Other western states extend the marketing of their 
apples over a much longer period than is the case in Utah (Fig. 14). 
The price of Jonathan apples in baskets on the Los Angeles market 
has declined faster and gone lower from September to November of 
each year than have tbe prices of other grades, as previously men-
tioned. Utah's heavy shipments of Jonathans in baskets to Los 
Angeles has taken place during these two months, and the indications 
are that these heavy fall shipments have been a factor in materially 
depressing prices during November of each year. 
GEOGRAPHY OF UTAH'S APPLE MARKETS 
Although the apples from Utah are widely distributed, its apple 
markets are largely in the intermountain states and in California 
(Table 19 and Fig. 15). Of the total carlot shipments from Utah for 
1922-1926, 65.5 per cent have been shipped to the intermountain and 
Pacific Coast states, with 27.3 per cent going to the north and middle-
west, 5.3 per cent to the south, and 1.1 per cent to the eastern markets. 
California took 45.4 per cent of Utah's total shipments, while 69.4 
TABLE 15.-A~RAGE PRICE. PAID APPLI£ GROWER I UTAH FOR COMBI ATION 
GRADE OF YARJOU VARIETIE. 1921 TO 1926. 
(Dollars per bushel) 
Variety 
Rome Winter 
Jonathan Winesap Beauty Delicious BananJ. Gano 
---- ----
Packed 
(B sleets) 
1922 1.29 1.29 1.29 1.76 1.30 0.96 
1923 0.90 1.07 0.88 1.52 1.07 0.66 
1924 1.29 1.20 1.18 1.62 0.96 0.93 
.1925 1.08 0.88 0.98 1.40 1.07 0.88 
1926 0.84 0.82 0.85 1.22 0.83 0.75 
--.-
Average 1.08 1.05 1.04 1.50 1.05 0.84 
_ . . _-. 
Unpacked 
1922 0.96 0.96 0.96 1.43 0.97 0.63 
1923 0.57 0.74 0.55 1.19 0.74 0.33 
1924 0.96 0.87 0.85 1.29 0.63 0.60 
1925 0.75 0.50 0.65 1.07 0.74 0.55 
1926 0.51 0.49 0.52 0.89 0.50 0 .• 2 
Average 0.75 0.72 0.71 1.17 0.72 0.51 
Data taken from books and records of cooperative marketing associa· 
tions in Utah and reports from apple shippers on prices paid for apples for 
Comhination grade for period 1921 to 1926. 
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TABLE 16.-AvERAGE PRWES TO JOBBERS OF APPLES ON Lo ANGELE MARKET, 
BY GRADE AND VARIETY, J E 1921 - J ULY 19271 
Extrd.~ I Amount Below Extra 
Fancy · Fancy2 Combination Fancy Price 
- -- --- -
Variety (In (In ( In (In 
Boxes) Boxes) Baskets) 3 (Loose) is Fancy Baskets) (Loose) 
_ ._-
--- ---
Jonath an $2.40 $1.86 $1. 82 $1.77 $0.54 $0.58 $0.63 
Winesa.p 2.59 2.35 1.80 1.89 I 0.24 0.79 0.70 
Rome 
Beauty 2.13 1.77 1.66 1.2!:1 I 0.36 0.47 0.84 
Data from News Service Reports on the Los 'Angeles Market, 1921-27, by 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U.S.D.A. 
1Data reported by crop years. Quotations are jobbing sales by wholesale 
receivers. 
2Quotations for Extra Fancy and F a ncy were mainly for Washington stock. 
3Quotations on baskets and loose, with the exception of Wines ..tps, were 
mainly quoted as Utah and Idaho. Baskets u sua lly reported as Com-
bination grade; quotations for loose apples converted from cwt. to 
bushel basis. Loose apples were shipped in unlidded boxes. 
per cent of the carloads that were shipped to Pacific Coast and inter-
mountain states went to California. 
Illinois followed next to California in the average number of 
carloads shipped from Utah, with Wyoming third (Fig. 16) . The 
number of cars shipped to Wyoming shows a marked increase since 
1922. In addition to the carlot shipments to Wyoming, as well as to 
neighboring states, there has been a rapid increase in the quantity 
of apples hauled by truck to these local markets. 
The trend in apple shipments from Utah is toward the Pacific 
TABLE 17.-MoNTHLY AVERAGE PRICES BY VARIETIES AND GRADES, 
Lo A ~GELE MARKET, J ~E 1921 - JULY 1927. 
Gr..:.de Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. _ \ Mch._ April May 
-- --- -- --
--- - - --
Jonathans 
Extra Fancy 2.47 2.30 2.2u 2.27 2.51 2.63 
Fancy 2.23 1.89 1.70 1.73 1.78 1.80 
Baskets1 2.09 1.70 1.44 1.66 
1.
97
1 
2.11 
Loose1 1.74 1.73 1.69 1.71 .77 2.00 1.98 
Rome Beauty 
Extra Fancy 1.75 2.16 2.24 2.16 1 2.30 2.18 2.63 2.76 Fancy 1.50 1.46 1.55 1.89 2.09 2.17 2.08 2.06 
Baskets1 1.35 1.64 1.46 1.81 2.06 
Loose1 1.00 1.50 1.52
1 
1.21 1.21 
Winesaps 
Extra Fancy 2.52 ' 2.52 1 2.72 2.59 2.62 2.67 Fancy 2.40 2.48 2.38 2.41 2.10 
Baskets1 I 1.71 1.90 I 
Loose1 I 1.76 1.76 1.87 2.05 2.09 
June 
--
2.16 
2.94 
2.50 
1.82 
Data from News Service Reports on the Los Angeles Market from 1921 to 
1927, from Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U.S.D.A. 
lCombination grade. 
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AVERAGE MONTHLY PRICES OF JONATHANS, ON Los ANGELES 
MARKET BY GRADE 
(1921 - 1927) 
/.OOL-_______________ ~ ____________ ~ _______________ ~ ____________________ L_ _____ ~~~~~· ~u 
~Je.f'/ Od. .Dec. Jo/? 
FIG. 11.-The price of Jonathan apples, in baskets, on the Los Angeles 
market declined on an average of 31 per cent from September to November, 
while Extra Fancy grade dropped but 11 per cent. There has been an aver-
age increase in price for baskets on this market from November to January 
of 27 per cent, with an increase of 12 per cent for Extra Fancy for the same 
period. 
(Data from Table 17, p. 32). 
Coast and intermountain markets with a gradual withdrawal from 
the more distant markets. 
At present Utah has a favorable freight rate differential over the 
northwest, to all leading apple markets in California, intermountain 
territory and middle west. This rate difference varies from 27 cents 
per hundred to Los Angeles to 71 cents to Cheyenne and Denver mar-
kets (Table 20). For apples sold on the Salt Lake City market, the 
Washington shipper pays $1.19% per hundred for transportation. 
Utah has a lower freight rate to Los Angeles, Cheyenne, and Denver, 
than has Idaho. To other markets the rates are approximately the 
same for both states. 
The favorable freight rate on apples from Utah to intermountain 
.coo 
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AVERAGE MONTHLY PRICES OF ROME B EAUTY ON Los ANGELES 
MARKET, BY GRADES 
(1921 - 1927) 
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FIG. 12.-The peak price for Extra Fancy Rome Beauty apples on the 
Los Angeles market was in May, with the low point in October. The price 
of basket apples was lowest in October and December and highest in Feb-
ruary. The price of loose apples was lowest in October, advanced during 
November and December, and dropped again in January. 
(Data from Table 17, p. 32) . 
states and California seems to justify the further expansion of these 
markets for Utah apples. 
State and Outside Markets for Specified Varieties 
As reported by 126 commercial apple growers, the leading variety 
of apples shipped from Utah during 1926 was Jonathan. Of the total 
shipments out of the state, 60.7 per cent were Jonathan, 12 per cent 
Winesap, and 7.8 per cent Rome Beauty. 
Approximately three-fourths of the total sales of Jonathan variety 
were shipped to outside markets, while only two-fifths of the Rome 
Beauties w.ere ~hipped outside of the state (Table 21). Delicious, 
Winter Pearmain, and summer varieties were almost wholly sold Qn 
the local market. Although the Jonathan apple was the principal 
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AVERAGE MONTHLY PRICES OF WINERAPS ON Los ANGELES 
MARKET, BY GRADES. 
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FIG. 13.-The price of Extra Fancy Winesap apples advances on aD 
average of 17 per cent from December to June, while Fancy increases but " 
per cent from January to June. 
(Data from Table 17, p. 32). 
variety shipped to outside markets, it is also the leading apple for 
the local trade. In 1926, more than one-third of the total apples sold 
locally, by these 126 commercial growers, were J ona thans. In the 
main, those varieties that were almost entirely sold on the local 
market were but a small percentage of the total local sales. 
According to a survey made of the produce dealers distributing 
apples in Wyoming, the two principal states shipping apples to that 
market are Utah and Washington, the latter supplying more than 50 
per cent. The trade reported that there was a demand for packed 
apples of Extra Fancy and Fancy grades and that Washington had 
been supplying apples of these grades. In the main, the Salt Lake 
City and other local markets have not been supplied with high quality 
apples by local growers. This has undoubtedly been the main factor 
in the importation of some high quality apples from other states for 
the high class trade. 
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CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF APPLES FOR UTAH AND THE Box AREA, 
BY MONTHS. 
(7-year average, June 1921 - July 1926) 
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F IG. 14.-Utah ships 62.6 per cent of her apples during October as COtDr 
pared witll 34.7 per cent for the box a rea, or a total for October and No-
vember of 84 per cent from 'e t ch as compared with 54.9 per cent from the 
box area for t he same t wo months. 
(Da ta from T able 18, p . 37 ). 
According to a report6 by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 
United states Department of Agriculture, April 1928, on "The Relative 
Importance of Varieties of Sources of Carload Supply of Apples", 74.3 
per cent of the apple receipts on the Salt Lake market from July 1, 
1926 to June 30, 1927, were produced locally and 25.7 per cent were 
carlot shipments. The local apples sold on the Salt Lake market 
included: Jonathan, 35 per cent; Rome Beauty, 25 per cent; Winesap, 
8 per cent; Delicious, 7 per cent; Red Astrachan, 4 per cent; Olden-
burg, 3 per cent; Winter Banana, Wolf River, Wealthy, 2 per cent 
each; White Pearmain, Northwestern Greening, 1 per 'cent each; other 
varieties, 10 per cent. 
During this period, 29 cars, or 21.9 per cent of the total supply, 
were imported from the northwest. The percentages of these apples 
from other states were: Yellow Newtown, 30.9 per cent; Winesap, 
17.4 per cent; Delicious, 20.7 per cent; Rome Beauty, 10.4 per cent; 
Arkansas (Black Twig), 6.8 per cent; and unclassified, 13.7 per cent. 
6"Relative Importa n ce of Varieties and Sources of Carload Supply of 
Apples"-Da.t a on 41 Important Markets, July 1, 1926 to June 30, 1927. (A 
part of an E conomic Study of the Apple Industry of the United Sta tes in 
Coopera.tion With Various State Agencies). Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomics, United Sta tes Department of Agriculture. 
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Importance and Source of Origin of Varieties Unloaded 
in Los Angeles 
According to a mimeographed report on the Los ' Angeles apple 
market by the United states Bureau of Agricultural Economics, the 
Yellow Newtown and Bellflower varieties constituted 44.4 per cent of 
the total carlot unloads on that market for 1926 (Table 22), The 
other three leading varieties unloaded in Los Angeles were Jonathan, 
with 18.3 per cent; Rome Beauty, with 12.0 per cent; and Winesap, 
with 8.1 per cent. These five varieties made up 82.8 per cent of the 
total unloads, with 17.2 per cent constituting all other varieties. 
Of the eight varieties of apples with which Utah competes on the 
Los Angeles market, according to the unloads on this market for 
1926, Jonathans constituted 41 per cent, Rome Beauty 26.5 per cent, 
Winesap 17.5 J:er cent, and Delicious 9.2 per cent, or a total of 94.2 
per cent for these four principal varieties (Table 23 and Fig. 17), 
Washington shipped 34.9 per cent of the Jonathans received in car-
loads on the Los Angeles market in 1926, while Utah shipped 30.9 
per cent and Idaho 21.4 per cent. These three states shipped 87.2 
per cent of all Jonathan apple unloads on this market in 1926. Ap-
prOximately one-third of the Jonathan apples unloaded on the Los 
Angeles market were from Utah (Table 23>-
Washington supplied Los Angeles with 59.7 per cent of the Rome 
TABLE 18.- CARLOT EHIPMENTS OF APPLE BY MONTHS FOR UNITED STATES, 
BOX AREA, AND UTAH. SEVEN-YEAR AVYRAGE BA RED ON 
~HIPMENTS FROM JUNE 1921 TO J ULY 1926. 
United States l Box Are 12 Ut"" h3 
7-Ye3.T PercentagE; 7-Year Percent ~ ge 7-Yeu Percent1ge 
Month Aver 'l ge of Tohl Aver "' ge of Tot: l Avenge of Total 
(C:lrs) C:us (C1rs) C ~ rs (Cars) Cus 
June 311 03 12 --.. -_ .. _--
------
July 2.611 2.2 728 1.43 .. _ .. -- .. ..... _ .... 
August 3 879 33 1,058 2.1 0.7 0.11 
September 16339 14.0 5.764 11.3 63.0 8.9 
Octoher 41 .04R 35 .3 17,709 34.7 443.0 62.6 
November 21.256 18.3 10,316 20.2 151.0 21.4 
December 7,572 6.5 4,240 8.3 25.0 3.5 
January 6.672 5.7 3 !)<'3 7.0 11.0 1.6 
Febru~ry 6.4!)0 5.5 3390 6.6 8.0 1.1 
March 5.030 4.3 2.061 4.1 4.0 0.6 
April 2.986 2.6 1,168 2.3 1.2 0.2 
May 1,868 1.6 773 1.5 
.. -----
--_ .. _ . 
June 511 0.4 248 0.5 
------
...... _--
-
Total 
Shipment 116.533 100.0 51,050 100.0 707.0 100.0 
IData t aken from t .S .D .A. Ye~rbook (1926), p. 899. 
2Data taken from U.S.D.A. Yearbook (1926), p. 899; 1. .S.D .A. Shtis. 
Bul. No.7 (1925); "Crops ancl M~ rkets". Vols. 1-3 (1924-26l. 
sDah t ~ ken from TT.S .D.A. St~ t·s . Bul. No.7 (1925): "CroT's and 'M'lrkets", 
Vols. 1-3 (1924-26); and R eports by .Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 
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FINAL D E TI ATIO OF CARLOT SHJPME ~T OF ApPLES FROM TAH 
(Average for 1922 - 1926) 
FIG_ 15.-The total shipments of apples from Utah to western and middle-
western states constitute 92.8 per cent of all apples shipped in carloads 
from the state. 
(Data from Table 19, p. 39). 
Beauty apples received in carloads, while California supplied 24 per 
cent, a total of 83.7 per cent furnished by these two states. 
Of the Winesap unloads in 1926, 85 per cent originated in Wash-
ington; California and Idaho supplied 69.2 per cent of the Delicious 
apples unloaded at Los .Angeles; and Washington supplied 18.5 per 
cent of this variety. . 
To summarize, of the carlot receipts of these leading varieties of 
apples on the Los Angeles market, 48 per cent originated in Washing-
ton, 16.6 per cent in California, 15.1 per cent in Idaho, 13.6 per cent 
in Utah, and 6.7 per cent in Oregon. 
The Trade's Opinion in Los Angeles of Apples from the 
Western States 
In connection with an analysis of the Los Angeles apple market, 
the following summary of the trade's opinion of apples unloaded in 
Los Angeles from the western states is taken from a report prepared 
by Homer A. Harris, formerly Assistant Marketing Specialist of the 
Federal Bureau of Agricultural Economics: 
. "Receipts of Jonathans from Utah are heavy on account of favor-
able freight rates from that state as compared with Idaho, Oregon, or 
Washington. In packed apples Washington is the chief source of 
supply since the trade has a feeling that the Washington apple on 
the average is more uniform in pack and quality than stock from the 
other Northwestern states. 
"The chief argument advanced by the trade for the use of packed 
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boxes is that such fruit is uniform in size and quality and is very 
acceptable to the highest class of retail trade. Packed apples arrive 
with the minimum of bruising and mechanical injury and will keep 
in storage better than any other package. The spread of decay 
TABLE 19.-FINAL DESTINATION OF CARLOT SHIPMENTS OF APPLES 
FROM UTAH, 1922 - 19261 
Total Average Percentage of 
State Shipments Annual Shipments Total Carlot 
(Cars) (Cars) Shipments 
California ........... .. ... .. -.. ... 1295 259 45 .. 
Wyoming 
..... --_.-----.... -- 171 34 6.0 
Colorado .................. 164 33 5.7 
Utah .. ----_.--------_ ..... ---- 156 31 5.5 
Idaho -_ ...... .. ---_ .. __ .... _---- 44 9 1.5 
Nevada _. -._- _. _-_ .. -_ .. .. _ .. - 23 5 0.8 
Montana _ .. ----.... --_ .. _ .. _ .. 8 1.5 0.3 
Oregon, Arizona 
and New Mexico ~ 1.5 0.3 
Total Intermoun-
and Pacific 
Coast States ........ 1869 374 65.15 
Illinois .... .... .. .. ...... -_ ..... .. 215 43 7.5 
Nebraska --- --_ ........... _. 147 29 5.2 
Missouri .................. 140 28 4.9 
Iowa .......... -------.. -----..... 114 23 4.0 
Kansas ... -..... __ .. __ ... _ .... 86 17 3.0 
Minnesota ....... __ ...... 36 7 1.3 
Wisconsin ........... -.. 36 7 1.3 
Other -_._--.............. _ ..... 4 1 0.1 
Total North and 
Middle West States 778 155 27.3 
Texas 78 16 I 2.7. .... --_ ... _ ............. --
Oklahoma ---_ .............. - 50 10 1.8 
Arkansas ---_ .. _- .. -----.-. 9 2 0.3 
Kentucky _. ---....... -_ .. - 8 2 0.3 
Others -----_.-....... .. _ .. -.. 5 1 0.2 
Total Southern 
States .................... 150 31 5.3 
Michigan .---- _._ ....... ~ .... 17 3 0.6 
Ohio ............ ....................... 13 3 0.4 
Pennsylvania .......... 9 2 0.3 
New York ............. -.. _- 5 1 0.2 
Indiana ................ --_ ...... 5 1 0.2 
Others ...................... 6 1 0.2 
Total Eastern 
States ........................ 55 11 1.9 
Grand TotaL .......... 2852 571 100.0 
IData for the final destination of apples shipped from Utah for 1922-26 
supplied by Pacific Fruit Express Company and the American Refrigerator 
Transit Company. 
40 BULLETIN 208 
FINAL D~STINATION OF UTAH ApPLES-CARLOT SHIPMENTS 
(Average 1922 - 1926) 
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FIG. l6.-For the five years, 1922-1926, Utah has marketed 45 per cent of 
her apple crop in California. 
(Data from Table 19, p. 39). 
throughout the container is retarded by the use of wraps. In spite 
of these advantages, however, I have noticed at times that peculiar 
market conditions arise wherein the trade has unpacked and un-
wrapped Northwestern apples and sold them loose in boxes at a higher 
net price per pound. Such conditions arise when loose apples are 
scarce or in seasons when the color is near the minimum requirements 
in each grade and it is desired to sell a highly colored lot, or in the 
case of fruit that shows irregular amounts of decay so that the trade 
will buy a packed box expecting to find considerable decayed fruit. 
"The use of unlidded boxes as a container for loose apples is a 
fairly recent development in this market, dating back only six or 
seven years. It has met increased favor with the trade for the reason 
that the expense of packing and paper is eliminated, enabling a higher 
net return to the grower; the buyer is able to see just what he is buy-
ing, and towards the end of the season reconditioning is greatly 
facilitated. The disadvantages of this package are the fact that in 
some districts it is difficult to get the growers to take out culls or C 
grade stock, and because it is hard to get certain classes of retail trade 
to buy loose, unsized apples when they prefer sized fruit such as is 
TABLE 20.-CARLOAD RATE ON APPLES PER HUNDRED POUNDS FROM WESTERN APPLE DISTRICTS TO VARIOUS MARKET ;:;1 
l1'rom 
-To Provo Payette Grand Junction Hood River Wenat chee 
Utah2 Idaho2 Colorado3 Oregon4 "Vash.4 I Utah's Freight Advantage 
---Rate --Rate--- -- Rate Rate R a te over Washington 
Los Angeles 0.79 0.98 1.49 1.06 1.06 0.27 
S l It Lake City 0.285 0.70 0.70 1.06 1.195 0.91 
Cheyenne .... 0.70 1.20 0.70 1.41 1.41 0.71 
Denver ........ 0.70 0.92 0.635 1.41 1.41 0.71 
Omah3. .... .... 1.13 1.13 0.90 0.50 1.50 0.37 
Kansas City 1.13 1.13 0.90 1.50 1.50 0.37 
St. Louis ...... 1.20 1.20 1.05 1.50 1.50 0.30 
Chicago ...... 1.28 1.28 1.13 1.50 1.50 0.22 
D ') 11 ' s .......... 1.20 1.20 1.13 1.50 1.50 0.30 
-. . -
IDl ta from The Feder a l Trade Commission through the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U.S.D.A., March 26, 1928. 
~R.l tes b_ sed on minimum car weights of 30,000 pounds, except to Salt Lake City where minimum weight is 24,000 
pounds. 
3Rates b:: sed on minimum car weights of 30,000 pounds. 
4Rates b :> sed on minimum car weights of 35,000 pounds for boxe. apples and 30,000 pounds a pples in baskets or bulk 
to all parts except Los Angeles and Salt Lake City where rate is based on minimum weight of 35,000 pounds. 
NOTE:- These rates are furnished 2S a matter of information, but since rates are constantly changing they can have 
no standing in adjustments with carriers. 
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found in the packed box. This last objection is of less consequence in 
this market than in Eastern markets for the reason tpat retail prices 
a.re practically always on a pound basis rather than by count. The 
third objection to the loose boxed apple is the extra trouble involved 
in the handling of loose boxes. 
"Bushel baskets are not in high favor in this market as containers. 
The principal objections are that the staves cut and bruise the fruit, 
the baskets do not pile well in the store or in storage nor handle easily 
on the hand trucks. Failure of the packages, such as crushing and 
subsequent damage to the contents, is more common with baskets 
than with boxes. 
"The trend of trade preferences seems to be definitely towards the . 
following varieties: White Astrachan and Gravensteins for early 
apples; Jonathan and Bellflowers for early fall apples; Delicious, Rome 
Beauties, Winesaps, Yellow Newtowns for winter apples. Considerable 
Spitzenbergs are used between the Jonathans and Winesaps, but this 
variety is fast losing popularity. No particular shift in varieties was 
noticed other than the growing popularity of Jonathans and Wine-
saps and the decrease in popularity of Spitzenbergs. 
"Most of the trade prefers 2% inches and larger, although Jona-
thans in high priced years are acceptable ciown to 2 V4 inch minimum. 
California Bellflowers and Newtowns are commonly sold as unclassi-
fied which is practically field run with the culls out. Winesaps are in 
better demand when packed than loose, although considerable Cali-
fornia stock is consumed loose in boxes. For packed Winesaps the 
chief demand is for extra fancy with small demand for fancy and a 
limited demand for C grade. 
"Main consuming seasons for varieties are: White Astrachan, 
July I-August 1; Gravensteins, July 25-August 31; Bellflowers, August 
25-March 1; Jonathans, September 15-March 31; DeliCiOUS, October 
TABLE 21.-SALES ON LOCAL AND OUTSIDE MARKETS BY VARIETIES, 
AS REPORTED BY 126 COMMERCIAL APPLE GROWERS 
IN UTAH, 1926 
Percent-
Variety Salea age of 
Total Out of State Local Total Local 
Bushels Bushels Percentage Bushels Percentage Sales 
Jonathan .. 112,564 80,602 71.6 31,962 28.4 36.2 
Rome 
Beauty .. 23,876 10,291 43.1 13,585 56.9 15.4 
Gano ........ 17,241 9,956 57.7 7,285 42.3 8.2 
Winesap .. 20,457 15,989 78.2 4,468 21.8 5.1 
Black Twig 11,371 4,800 42.2 6.571 57.8 7.4 
Delicious .. 4,093 340 8.3 3,753 91.7 4.3 
Arkansas 
Black .. ,685 7,500 I 86.4 1,185 13.6 1.3 
Winter 
Banana 3,575 1,025 28.7 2,550 71.3 2.9 
Ben Davis 2,995 80 2.7 2,915 97.3 3.3 
Missouri 
Pippin .. 320 .. -.. - -....... 320 100.0 0.4 
Winter 
Pearmain 1,481 ....... .. .. . .. -... .. 1,481 100.0 1.7 
Summer 
Varieties 1,718 
-_ .. --- ...... --. 1,718 100.0 2.0 
Others .... 12,489 2,129 17.0 10,360 83.0 11.8 
TotaL .. 220,865 132,712 60.0 88,153 40.0 100.0 
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I-January 15; Spitzenberg, October 15-March 1; Winesap, February 
15-June 30; Yellow Newtown, January I-June 30; Rome Beauty, Oc-
tober 15-June 1. 
"Other features of the Los Angeles market are as follows: On ac-
count of the geographical location this market is a "pocket" in that 
Northwestern or Intermountain apples cannot be diverted out. Of 
a.pples bought, the majority are purchased f. o. b. shipping point 
through brokers, or over the wire. Most stock sold f. O. b. Los Angeles 
is sold from local cold storages. 
"Utah apples are not repacked on this market but go on to the 
retailer in the package in which they were received. The trade here 
prefers Utah apples loose in boxes over the basket-pack for the reason 
TABLE 22.- R ELATIVE IMPORTAI CE OF VARIETill OF APPLE A I 0 'OURCE 
OF CARLOAD SUPPLY, ON Lo ANGELES MARKET, 
Variety 
Yellow Newtown ..... . 
Yellow Bellflower ..... . 
Jonathan .................. .. 
Rome Beauty ............. . 
Winesap ..................... . 
Gravenstein ..... _ ....... . 
Delicious ............. _ ..... . 
Esopus Spitzenberg .. 
White Astrachan ..... . 
White Pearmain ..... _ .. 
Skinner ..................... . 
Winter Banana ......... . 
Stayman Winesap ... _ 
Ben Davis ................... . 
Baldwin """"""" """" 
King David ................. . 
R. I. Greening ......... . 
Unclassified ............. . 
TotaL .......... _ ............ . 
Carload Supply ......... . 
JULY 1, 1926, TO JUNE 30 .. 19271 
Percentage of Total Carlo d Supply by States 
of Origin 
Cali-
fornia 
20.9 
21.4 
0.7 
2.7 
0.7 
4.3 
1.3 
0.1 
1 .~ 
1.3 
0.9 
0.5 
0.1 
0.1 
0.7 
57.1 
C.ifS 
1856 
1000 
Bus. 
1299.2 
Washing-
ton 
0.4 
6.8 
7.4 
6.9 
0.8 
0.1 
0.5 
0.1 
0.3 
23.3 
Cars 
701 
1000 
Bus. 
530.0 
Idaho 
4.1 
0.9 
0.4 
1.5 
0.1 
0.1 
7.1 
Cars 
215 
. - - -. 
1000 
Bus. 
162.5 
Oregon 
1.7 
1.7 
0.7 
0.1 
0.5 
2.0 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
7.0 
Cars 
209 
1000 
Bus. 
158.0 
Utah 
5.0 
0.3 
0.1 
0.1 
5.5 
Cars 
199 
1000 
Bus. 
125.4 
Total 
23.0 
21.~ 
18.3 
12.0 
8.1 
4.3 
4.1 
2.2 
1.4 
1.3 
0.9 
0.7 
0.5 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
1.3 
100.0 
Cars 
3180 
1000 
Bus. 
2275.1 
1Local receipts not included in this tabulation amounted to about 9 per cent 
of the supply for the city and were estimated to include the following 
varieties: Winesap, 32 per cent; Rome Beauty, 20 per cent; Jonathan, 
12 per cent; Stayman Winesap, 10 per cent; Delicious, 8 per cent; King 
David, 5 per cent; and other varieties, 13 per cent. 
Table taken from a mimeographed report of the U. S. Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics, "Relative Importance of Varieties and Sources of Carload 
Supply of Apples", by J . W. Park. 
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ApPLE UNLOADS IN Los A ~GELES. BY VARIETY AND STATE OF ORIGIN. 
1926 CROP SEASON 
I' 
i c,)/ormQ /,;;0 -40 OrC'gOr? t%~.-7 U6u)/I"aj' /0 r? 
//c /,? 
FIG. 17.-Utah shipped 30.9 per cent of the Jonathan apples unloaded a t 
Los Angeles a nd 2.7 per cent of the Rome Beauties. 
(From da ta in T able 23) . 
T ABLE 23.- E sTI !fATED CARLOADS OF SELECTED VARIF;TIF,S OF APPI,ES ON THE 
L os A GELES MARKET, 1926 SEASONl 
T ot3.1 Percent- P er cen tage of Each Variety from 
Un- age Specified States 
Var iety loads of Total Cali- W a sh-
(Cars) Unloads fornia I daho Oregon Utah ington 
--- --- --- --- --- ---
J onath'3 n e .. ____________ 579 41.0 3.8 21.4 9.0 30.9 34.9 
Rome Beau ty_ ....... 375 26.5 24.0 7.5 6.1 2.7 59.7 
W ines3.p 
--------------
247 17.5 8.5 5.7 0.8 
----
85 .0 
Deiicious 
---------- -- --
130 9.2 33.1 36.1 12.3 __ e. 18.5 
Winter Pearmain 41 2.9 100.0 
-.. -. 
----
. -.. - -_ ... 
Winter Banana .. 20 1.4 85.0 5.0 10.0 
----
...... 
Stayman 
--- .. ----------
16 1.1 
-- -.. -- .... 
...... 
----
100.0 
Ben Davis ............ 6 0.4 
---- . ---
-- .. .. 67.0 33.0 
.---
--- --- --- ---- ---
TotaL ............... _ 1414 100.0 16.6 15.1 6.7 13.6 48.0 
l Percentage based on data from Table 22. 
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that there is less injury to the fruit, and furthermore, in that the 
boxes have a salvage value whIle the baskets are a loss. 
"Jonathans from Utah, Idaho and Western Oregon are preferred 
in the loose pack not by the wholesale trade but by the jobomg and 
retaIl buyers lor the reason that they can see exacl:.ly what tney are 
buymg. ~tock from these states is generally somewhat irregular 
throughout the car and the buyer prel.~rs an open to a closed lJacK. 
On tne other hand, Washington Jonathans are usually careLully 
graded and highly standardlz~d, conung mostly from large orchardS 
or tnrough large pacKmg plants WIth the result that the pack has 
attaIned suffiCIent unIformIty for the buyers to prefer paCKed boxes. 
"As to repacking apples in Los Angeles, there is no repacking of 
any kInd .except in the case of a lew nrms selling through road sales-
men to retailers in small towns within a radius OL twO 01' tnree 
hundred mIles of Los Angeles. In rare cases they might pack loose 
atlp.1es In the boxes to insure satisfactory dehvery by less than carload 
freIght or express, or by truck." 
These facts are of considerable significance to Utah apple growers 
since Los Angeles is one of their principal markets for apples. 
COLD STORAGE HOLDINGS OF APPLES 
During the past ten years there has been a marked increase in the 
cold storage holdings of apples in the United states. These holdings 
have increased at the rate of 7.6 per cent a year since 1916 (Table 24 
and Fig. 18). The average annual cold storage holdings since 1915-16 
have been about ten and one-half million bushels, with an average 
for December of twenty and one-half million bushels. After Decem-
ber, cold storage holdings gradually decrease until June, when they 
are at a minimum (Fig. 19). On December 1, 1926, there was a total 
TABLE 24.-COLD STORAGE HOLDIKGS OIl' APPLES IN UNITED STATES, 
OCTOBER 1915 TO JUNE 1927 
(Thousands of bushels) 
Crop Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mch. April May June 
Yecl.r 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
--- -- --
--. 
- - - - - - --
--
--. 
--
1915-16 a __ • 11,067 16,323 14,439 12,70b 9,726 5,942 3,105 912 
1916-17 
----
9,780 13,476 12,396 10,155 7,326 4,635 2,424 795 
1917-18 ___ a 9,888 14,067 13,797 11,871 8,490 5,349 2,034 477 
1918·19 
-- --
11,256 14,784 12,882 9,315 5,316 2,868 1,140 375 
1919-20 2,913 13,569 17,769 16,587 13,572 9,486 5,097 2,418 639 
1920-21 1,632 13,425 20,361 19,158 15,315 10,950 6,630 3,357 1,335 
1921-22 2,376 10,929 17,217 16,287 12,939 9,270 5,790 2,832 942 
1922-23 4,356 16,563 20,229 19,443 16,128 11,631 6,942 3,210 831 
1923-24 2,781 20,742 30,297 20,088 23,529 17,895 11,614 6,240 2,304 
1924-25 2,460 17,274 22,419 20,019 15,699 11,283 6,864 3,429 1,197 
1925-26 4,266 22,467 28,194 25,536 21,153 15,900 9,942 4,954 1,875 
1926-27 3,612 21,321 31,458 28,068 21,905 15,342 9,423 4,794 1,605 
--- -- --
---
-- -
._-
--
--. 
--
Total 
M onthly 3,050 14,85'1 20,550 18,225 15,35'1 11,051 6,758 3,328 1,106 
Average 
Aver-
age 
---
9,278 
7,623 
8,247 
7,242 
9,117 
10,240 
8,731 
11,037 
15,054 
11,183 
14,921 
15,281 
----
10,476 
Data for November 1915 to December 1925 from V.S.D.A . Yearbook (1925); 
for January 1926 to April 1927 from monthly issues of Orops and 
Markets. The sources give figures in ba rrels which were converted to 
bushels by multiplying by 3. 
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COLD STORAGE HOLDINGS OF ApPLES IN UNITED, STATES 
(Crops of 1915 - 1926)* 
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FIG. 18.-Cold storage holdings of apples in the United States have In-
creased at the rate of 7.6 per cent per year since 1916. 
(Data from Table 24, p. 45). 
*The secular trends in cold storage holdings In United States from 1916 
to 1926, where X equals 1 ye"l r, are as follows: 
Y=0.814x plus 10.754 (million bushels). 
of 31,458,000 bushels of apples in cold storage in the United states. 
This represented 26.8 per cent of .the total commercial crop (Table 5). 
The trend in the quantity of apples going into cold storage is decidedly 
upward. 
Cold storage of Boxed Apples 
The use of cold storage has played an important role in the market-
ing of western boxed apples. It is of relatively greater importance 
to the boxed apple growers than to the barreled apple growers. On 
December 1, 1926, 15,083,000 bushels of boxed apples, or 34.3 per cent 
of the commercial crop in the boxed area (Table 5), were in cold 
storage, while on the same date only 22.3 per cent of the commercial 
crop in the barrel area was so stored; the average for the United 
states was 26.8 per cent (Table 25). 
On the first of December for the past twelve years, boxed apples 
have averaged 41.4 per cent of all apples in cold storage. However, 
by April of each year, this percentage has increased to 49, and by June 
more than 50 per cent of the apples in cold storage are boxed apples. 
According to reports made by 126 commercial apple growers in 
Utah, covered by this survey, various kinds of farm storage facilities 
were used. The types varied from the basement under the farm house 
to common root cellars. The majority of growers reported heavy losses 
of apples by use of farm storage, and only a small number were making 
use of cold storage. 
Since there are cold storage facilities in Utah and at the larger 
AN ECONOMIC S TU DY OF 'l'HE ApPLE INDU 'TRY OF UTAH 47 
AVERAGE M ONTHLY COLD STORAGE HOLDINGS OF ApPLES 
(Crops of 1915 - 1926) 
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FIG. 19.-There is a heavy movement of apples into cold storage during 
October and November of each year. About three million bushels are 
withdrawn from storage per month from December untn June. 
(Data from Table 24, p. 45). 
markets, Utah growers could well afford to make more use of cold 
storage for the storage of their apples. By so doing, storage losses 
could be greatly reduced, and a better system of marketing would 
result. 
APPLE RETURNS AND PRODUCTION MARKETING 
EXPENSES 
An attempt has been made to collect data showing what varieties 
of apples bring best returns in Utah. The farm data given and con-
clusions are based on a survey of 126 farms for 1926, on which apples 
were a major enterprise. The discussion includes yields of various 
varieties, proportion of crop sold, grading practices, returns from 
apples of specified varieties, and cost of production, packing, and 
marketing. Orchards of different sizes are treated separately. 
The total production of apples in United states in 1926 was con-
siderably above average, resulting in a correspondingly low price for 
the 1926-27 season. The returns from apples, as shown by this study, 
were thereby affected. However, in comparing returns by varieties, 
price becomes a relative factor ; a low price brings out a much more 
noticeable distinction between yields, costs and returns. Apple pro-
duction for the United states for 1927 was below average, and con-
sequently there was a corresponding increase ' in apple prices for that 
year over the 1926 price. 
On the average the growers with a small apple acreage had the 
highest total yield per acre and the highest total bushels sold per 
T ABLE 25.- COLD STORAGE HOLDINGS OF BOXED APPLES IN UNITED STATES, CROP OF 1915 TO 1926 
(Thousands of bushels) 
I~ Year Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Ma r ci. April May June "'----- -- -- -- --1915-16 .......................................... 1,789 3,685 3.210 2,738 2,096 1,268 709 258 
1916-17 ...... ............................. ..... .... ! --_. 2,190 3,977 4,356 3,790 2,646 1,504 796 246 
i~i~~i~ .::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::. I ---. 2,216 4.483 5,534 5,192 3,764 2,416 966 172 
---. 
2,513 4,945 5,137 4,205 2,431 1,410 545 170 
1919-20 ........ ...... .................. ...... .... I 440 4,244 7,793 8,508 7,276 5,331 2,982 1,598 447 1920-21 .... .............. ..... ... ............ .... 277 2,878 6,651 7,259 6,266 4,890 3,548 2,009 826 
1921-22 .. ............ ............................ 667 5,464 11,281 11,061 8,667 6,282 4,107 2,088 721 
1922-23 ... ............. .. .. ...................... 669 4,164 7,271 8,319 7,612 5,593 3,345 1,475 380 
1923-24 .. .... .. .. ................ ............ .. .. 789 6,886 13.866 14,201 11,550 8,821 5,837 2,901 949 
1924·25 .... .......... ...... .... .. .. .............. 829 6,620 9.917 9,089 7,264 5,266 3,412 1,801 674 
1925-26 .... .. .............. ...................... I 1,091 9,165 13,041 11,868 10,009 7,89 8 5,350 2,892 1,104 
19~~:: 1 .• ·..·.·. ·.·.·.· ·.·.·.·.·. ·••••··•·•••• I :::;: 9,523 15, 083 13 .365 10,446 7,298 4,593 2,312 724 - - -- -- -- --57,652 101,993 101,907 85 ,035 62 .316 39.772 20,092 6,671 
Monthly Average.... ...................... 821 4,804 8,499 8,492 7,086 5,193 3,314 1,674 556 
Dat9. for J anuary 1915 to December 1926, from U.S.D.A. Year book (1926), p. 901. 
Dab. for J a nuary 1927 to June 1927, U.S .D.A. Or ops and Markets , Vol. 4 (1927) , Nos. 1-6, incl. 
Total 
15,753 
19,505 
24,743 
21,356 
38,639 
34,604 
50,338 
33,828 
65,800 
44,872 
62 ,418 
65,153 
482,009 
40,167 
Monthly 
Average 
1,969 
2,438 
3,093 
2,670 
4,293 
3,845 
5,593 
4,314 
7,311 
4,986 
6,935 
7,239 
54,686 
4,557 
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TABLE 26.-BEAIUNG APPLE ACREAG E AND TREES AND YIELDS PER ARCE, BY SIZE OF OUCHA1WS, AS REPORTIW BY 126 COMMERCIAL 
APPLE GROWERS IN UTAH, 1926 
.-
Apples per No. Avg. No. I Apples per Apples per Tree 
Bearing Acres of No. Trees Acres Trees ! Grower (Bu.) Acre (Bu.) (Bu.) Apples Growers Bearing Bearing per I Total Total Total Total Total Total Agel Treesl Acre 
I 
Production Sales Yield Sales Yield Sales 
Group I 
259 90.6 1-5 Acres ........ ................ 47 2.86 697 574 244 201 2.69 2.22 
Group n I 5.1 - 10 Acres ................ 39 562 7.15 78.6 1633 I 1215 228 170 2.91 2.16 I 
Group m 
10 Acres and Over .. .... 40 1848 23.66 78.1 4451:1 3663 188 155 2.41 1.98 
Average or TotaL ........ 126 857 10.79 79.4 2181 1753 202 162 2.54 2.05 
I 
-
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acre (Table 26). Group III, in Table 26, or the larger orchards 
studied, had the lowest yields, with a total of 188 bushels on an acre 
and 155 bushels sold. The average acre-yield for all orchards studied 
was 202 bushels, of which 162 bushels were marketed. On an average, 
the acre-yields in the smaller orchards were 56 bushels above the 
yields of the larger orchards. This variation cannot be attributed to 
differences in varieties in the different sized orchards, nor to the 
differences in the ages of t rees. It is probable that soil fertility main-
tenance practice is the major reason for these differences. The 
smaller farms kept approximately three times the amount of livestock 
per acre, and the smaller orchards may have been more abundantly 
supplied with this fertilizer. In general. the smaller orchards are 
more intensively handled all round. 
Yields and Returns by Varieties 
When compared with other varieties of apples produced in Utah , 
the Jonathan is the outstanding variety. (Table 27), One-hundred-
TABLE 27.-AVERAGE ACREAGE, ymLD PER FAR f, AND RETURN PER ACRE, 
BY VARIETY, AS REPORTED RY 126 COMMERCIAL APPLE 
GROWERS IN UTAH, 1926. 
Average A.verage Average 
No. of A.cres Yield Sales . Net Price Returns 
Variety Grower s per per Acre per Acre per per 
Grower (Bu.) (Bu. ) Bushell Acrel 
Jonathan ...... 114 5.9 - '-211- 167 0.514 - 85.80-
Rome Beauty 59 2.6 195 156 0.529 82.48 
Gano .............. 44 3.6 1342 111 0.374 41.35 
Winesap ........ 43 3.4 177 140 0.365 51.07 
Black T wig .. 12 2.5 .10 379 0.417 157.94 
Delicious .......... 21 1.2 172 166 1.317 218.57 
Arkansas 
Black ............ 3 7.8 370 370 0.725 267.79 
Winter 
Banana ...... 12 1.6 2·06 142 0.998 141.47 
Ben Davis ...... 13 1.8 353 196 0.258 50.69 
Missouri 
P ippin ...... .... 3 3.3 37 32 0.462 14.93 
Winter 
Pearmain .. 9 1.8 269 218 0.646 141.15 
Misc. Summer 
Varieties ...... 19 0.7 194 123 0.8U 107.37 
Misc. Other 
Varieties ..... 48 1.8 189 144 0.535 76.84 
lEquivalent to price received by grower for loose apples delivered at pack-
ing plant or car. This price and return per acre actually represents 
what the farmer has left per bushel and per acre to pay for producing, 
picking, and delivering the appies to the packing plant. Over 72 per 
cent of the apples sold were of Combination grade and 10 per cent were 
sold orchard-run. The price returns given above more nearly represent 
Combination grade than any other grade (Table 28) . 
2The Gano did not sell well in 1926, and the entire Gano crop was not har-
vested on all farms. The indicated yield of 134 bushels probably more 
nearly represents the part of the crop harvested than it does the actual 
yield. 
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fourteen of the 126 commercial apple producers covered by the sur-
vey were growing this variety, and nearly one-half of the total bear-
ing trees on these farms in 1926 were Jonathans (Table 12) . The 
net return per acre was higher than from Rome Beauty, Gano, Wine-
sa.p or Missouri Pippin. However, the yields and returns by vari-
eties are for one year only, 1926 ; consequently, an average for a 
number of years may change these yields and returns t o some extent. 
In the main, the varieties that exceeded Jonathan in return per 
acre in 1926 were largely sold on local markets and brought a premium 
in price as a result of there being an insufficient quantity of these 
varieties to supply the local demand. The most important varieties 
of this class are Delicious, Winter Pearmain, Winter Banana, and 
miscellaneous summer varieties. Any great extension of these certain 
varieties may reduce the price to a level with prices on outside 
markets. In the case of the Arkansas Black and the Black Twig the 
number of records secured was small and the returns were influenced 
by a few records with exceptionally high yields so that the indicated 
profitableness of these varieties may not be representative of general 
conditions. The returns from Missouri Pippin, Gano, Ben Davis, and 
Winesap were far below the other varieties. The growers reported 
that small sized Missouri Pippins, together with their poor quality, 
handicapped their sale. The poor quality of the Ben Davis and the 
Gano was the reason given for the lack of market demand for these 
varieties; the small size of the Winesap was the principal factor 
responsible for its low price. 
Gra ding Practices 
Utah apples h ave been sold mainly as Combination grade. In 1926, 
the commercial apple growers from whom records were secured re-
ported 72.2 per cent of their sales as Combination grade, 10.0 per cent 
as orchard-run, 5.3 per cent as Extra Fancy, 3.8 per cent as Fancy, 
and 6.2 per cent as culls (Table 28). 
It is a frequent practice for apple shippers to buy apples in the 
orchard, or as orchard-run, and then grade them. If the data were 
available on the number so purchased, the percentage sold as Com-
bination grade would undoubtedly be even higher. 
The Utah growers and shippers have sold Utah apples as Combina-
tion grade because the average percentage of Extra Fancy grade would 
not warrant the additional expense of handling and because of the 
consequent reduction in price for other grades due to taking out the 
Extra Fancy apples. 
Walter Kingsbury, in charge of inspection work for the state of 
Utah, Bureau of Agricultural Economics, United states Department of 
Agriculture, reports on the percentage of apples going into the various 
grades as follows7 : 
"The inspection certificates show the percentage of extra fancy, 
fancy, C grade, and cull apples in each carload. The following table 
7"Marketing Utah Apples- Summary of 1926 Season", page 8, by Walter 
Kingsbury of the U. S. Bureau of Agricultural E conomics, and in Charge 
of Inspection Work for the State of Utah. 
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shows the range and average percentage of each class in 79 cars 
of combination grade apples inspected during 1926 : 
Extra Fancy 
Range........ ........ . 4 to 60% 
Average.... ......... 27 % 
Fancy C Grade 
5 % t o 65 % 10 % to 65 % 
44 % 21 ~ 
Culls 
0 % to 20 0/< 
8% 
TABLE 28.-P ERCE'TAGE OF TO'l'AL B HEL 'OLD IN EACH GRADE, 
BY VARIETY, A REPORTED BY 126 UTAH COMMERCIAL 
APPLE GROWER , 1926 
Bush- Percentage Sold as 
Variety els Extra "C" Com bina- Orchard- Culls 
Sold Fancy Fancy Grade tion r u n 
---- --- - --
--. 
- --
Jonathan ..... - 112,564 4.8 4.6 3.1 72.0 7.4 8.1 
Rome Beau ty 23, '76 4.1 6.5 5.2 61.3 16.5 6.4 
Gano _._._-_.-.. --. 17,241 
----
3.5 4.1 70.9 17.7 3.8 
Winesap 
.. ---- --
20,457 6.2 0.5 0.6 88.2 
----
• . 5 
Black Twig .... 11,371 
----
.... .. .... 98.2 1.8 ... -
Delicious -_ .- 4,093 9.6 16.0 0.7 65.8 -_ ... 7.9 
Arkansas 
Black ............ 8,685 33.4 -._. 
----
63.7 __ a. 2.9 
Winter 
Banana ...... .. 3,575 . _.- .-_ . 
----
84.6 8.4 7.0 
Ben Davis .... 2,995 2.7 
---- --- -
18.0 73.5 5.8 
Missouri 
P ippin .......... 320 
----
-.. .. 
----
62.5 _ .. _ .. 37.5 
Winter 
Pear main .... 1,481 .... _- 1.9 _ .. _- 71.1 27.0 -_ .. 
Misc. Summer 
Varieties .... 1,718 
----
0.4 -_.- 8 .0 11.6 .. .. --
Misc. Other 
Varieties .... 12,489 6.2 1.6 .--- 61.4 27.2 3.6 
- --- --- --- --- - --
Gra n d T otaL 220, 65 5.3 3.8 2.5 72.2 10.0 6.2 
While proper grading and packing constitutes one of the major 
problems confronting the apple growers of Utah, a problem of equal, 
if not greater, importance is that of producing higher yields of market-
able apples possessing desired size and quality. 
Production and Marketing Costs 
According to the reports given by 57 commercial apple growers for 
the seasons 1926-27 and 1927-28, the tot3:t1 per-acre cost of prOducing 
apples (exclusive of packing and grading) was $115.84, or $0.655 per 
bushel, based on the average yield for these growers of 177 bushels 
per acre (Table 29) . 
The fixed charges not dependent on yields were $81.10 per acre, or 
$0.459 per bushel, which was 70 per cent of the total costs. The fixed 
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overhead costs were $40.12 per acre, or $0.227 per bushel, which is, on 
an average, 34.6 per cent of the total cost. 
The costs which vary according to yield include harvesting and 
other handling and material charges. This item was 30 per cent of 
the total cost. Nearly three-fourths of the growers' total costs are 
fixed charges not dependent on yield. 
Cost of Packing and Marketing Utah Apples 
In order to ascertain the cost of grading, packing, loading on cars, 
and marketing Utah apples, cost data were secured from cooperative 
marketing associations and individual apple shippers for the seasons 
1926-27 and 1927-28. These costs are for Combination grade and in-
clude the cost of container and all other expenses incurred by these 
cooperative marketing associations and apple shippers in handling 
Utah apples. 
The average cost for receiving, grading, packing and loading on 
cars, as secured from these operators was $0.333 per bushel (Table 20). 
Supplies and equipment, representing 48.1 per cent of the total cost, 
TABLE 29,-AVERAGE COST OF PRODUCING APPLES IN UTAH (EXCLUSIVE 
OF PACKING AND GRADING), AS REPORTED BY 57 COMMERCIAL 
APPLE GROWF.RA FOR THF. CROP YEARS 
1926·27 AND 1927-28 
, 
Percentqge 
Item Per Acre Per Bushel of Totql 
Aver~ge Yield in Busbels_ .. _. ____ 177 
... -----. 
.......... 
Fixed Maintenance Costsl .... _ ..... $ 31.10 $ 0,176 26.9 
Fixed Mqterial Costs2 .. _ ............ _ .. 9,88 0.0!'i6 8.5 
Fixed Overbea<t Costss ... __ .. _ ... _ .... 40.12 0.227 34.6 
Tota I Flxec:1 Cbarges 
(not dependent on yields) ...... 81.10 0.459 70.0 
Harvesting and Otber HandUng4 30.50 0,172 26 .3 
Other Material Costs3 .................. 4.24 0.024 3.7 
Total Production Costs6 .. .... .... $115.84 $ 0.655 100 
• 
lFixed Maintenance Costs include tot~l costs of manuring, pruning. culti-
vating. irrigating. spraying and other maintenance costs which are not 
dependent on yield. 
2Fixed Material Costs include costs of spray materials, fertillzers and other 
materials purcb~ sed for maintenance of orchard. 
8Fixed Overbead Costs include taxes. Intprest, depreciation on marbinery 
and equipment at 10 per cent and buildings at 3 per cent, interest on 
money Invested at 5 per cent. Average value of land was figured at 
$363 per acre. 
'Harvesting and Other Handling Costs include thinning. propping, h~rvest­
ing, hauUng from orchard and to market. ~nd other b qrvesti ng and 
handling costs whirh are dependent on yield. (Tbe costs or packing 
and grading included in tbfs bulletin are rosts se('ured for these oper-
ations from cooperative packing houses and individual shippers). 
BOther Material Costs inrlude pirkfng hoxes, ladners and all other m aterhl 
costs dependent on ylelrls. (This item is exclusive of containers which 
are included in packing house CO!ts). 
6Hired V 'bor, together witb use of horses, tractors, spraying equipment, 
was charged up at actual cost. Forty cents per hour was allowed for 
operator and family labor, and 12% cents per hour for horse labor. 
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was the major item. The cost of receiving, grading, packing, and 
loading on cars was $0.088 per bushel, while overhead charges were 
but $0.039 per bushel, or 9.1 per cent of total cost. 
The average charge for marketing apples, after they are loaded on 
cars, by selling agents for cooperative associations, and commission 
charges by individual shippers, was $0.095 per bushel. The packing 
house cost and marketing charge made a total handling cost of 
$0.428 per bushel. 
TABLE 30.- COSTS OF PACKING AND MARK ETING UTAH APPLES OF COMBINATION 
GRADE, FOR CROP YEAR 1926-27 A -D 1927-28, AS REPORTED BY COOPERATIVE 
MARKE'l'ING ASSOCIATIONS AND INDIVIDUAL SHIPPERS 
(Apples packed in bushel baskets) 
Item Amount 
Number of Reports ..... _ ............. _................. 7 
Total Bushels of Apples ........................ ... 103 ,572 
Cost of Receiving, Grading, P acking 
and Loading on Cars...................... ....... 0.088 per bu. 
Overhead ............ _ .... __ .... ________________ __ ______________ . 0.039 per bu. 
Supplies and Equipment 
(Including conta iner) ____ ... __ __ ____ .. __________ . 0.206 per bu. 
Total P acking CosL__ __ ____ ______________ __ ______ 0.333 per bu. 
Total Marketing CosL __________ __ ____ .__________ 0.095 per bu. 
Total Packing a nti Marketing CosL.. 0.428 per bu. 
Percen tage of Total 
20.6 
9.10 
48.] 
77.8 
22.2 
100.0 
Total Production, Packing, and Marketing Cost 
The packing house cost added to the growers' production cost 
gave a total production and packing .cost per bushel (f.o.b. car) of 
$0.988, or $174.71 per acre (Table 31). Total production, packing, and 
marketing costs were $1.083 per bushel, or $191.53 per acre. 
TABLE 31.- PRODUCTION, PACKING AND MARKETING COSTS PER ACRE AND PER 
BUSHEL A REPORTED BY 57 COMMERCIAL APPLE GROWERS FOR THE 
CROP YEARS 1926-27 AND 1927-28 
Item of Cost 
, Growers' Costsl ____ ...... _ ... __ 
Packing House Costs2 .... .. 
Total Charges (f.o.b. car) 
Marketing Costs:.! .......... _ .. _ 
Total Production and 
Marketing Costs .. ____ ...... 
lFrom Table 29. 
2From Table 30. 
Per Acre 
115.84 
58.87 
174.71 
16.82 
19L53 
Per Bushel Percentage of Total 
0.655 60.5 
0.333 30.7 
0~88 9L2 
0.095 8.8 
1.083 100.0 
Total Cost of Utah Apples Delivered at Various Markets 
The total production and marketing cost of Utah apples, delivered 
at Los Angeles, was $1.463 per bushel, $1.691 to Chicago and $1.62 to 
Omaha (Table 32). The cost of Utah apples delivered at Los Angeles 
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was $0.228 less than delivered at Chicago, and $0.157 below the cost 
delivered at Omaha, due to the difference in freight charges. 
Production Cash' Outlay 
The average total cash outlay per orchard for producing and har-
vesting apples for 1926 was $125.06 for Group I, or the small orchards, 
and $1304.85 for Group III, or the large orchards, and the average 
for the 126 commercial producers was $547.23 (Table 33). This cash 
expenditure was the actual cash outlay during the season, chargeable 
to apples. Neither the growers' time nor container costs were included 
in this cash outlay, and only a portion of cash outlay for packing and 
grading was included, since these operations usually were performed 
by dealers and associations. These costs are given in Table 30. 
The largest single item of cash expense for apple production was 
for hired labor. In Group I, 53.7 per cent of total expense went for 
this item alone, while in Group III it took 63.4 per cent of the total; 
the average for all producers was 61.6 per cent. 
The cost of materials and supplies varied from 17.9 per cent to 
21.1. per cent, and the average for all growers was 18.7 per cent of the 
total. 
The percentage of total cash expense going for taxes decreased 
with the size of the orchard, and varied from 11.2 per cent in Group 
III, to 17.4 per cent in Group I . The average total tax for all growers 
was 12.7 per cent of total cash expense, while water tax was 4 per 
cent of the total, leaving 8.7 per cent for state, county, and local tax. 
The average total cash outlay per acre for apple production, as 
reported by commercial apple growers, varied from $37.80 with the 
group having 5.1 to 10 acres of apples, to $53.77 for the larger orchards 
(Table 34). The average cash expense per acre for the 126 commer-
cial growers was $49.50. In round numbers, the average commercial 
apple grower in utah had a yearly cash outlay of $50 an acre in grow-
ing and harvesting his crop, 1926. The average total cash outlay per 
TABLE 32.- TOTAL COST OF U TAH APPLES DELIVERED AT VARIOUS MARKETS 
(Apples packed in bushel baskets) 
Item 
1 Tota l Production 
and Packing 
House Costs 
Loaded on Cars 
2Marketing Costs 
8,'Freight Charges 
Total Cost.. ........ 
lFrom Table 31. 
2From Table 30. 
aFrom Table 20. 
Los Angeles 
(Per Bushel) 
$0.988 
0.095 
0.380 
1.463 
'Includes weight of bushel baskets. 
Shipped in Carloads to 
Chicago Omaha Cheyenne 
(Per Bushel) (Per Bushel) (Per Bushel) 
$0.988 $0.988 $0.988 
0.095 0.095 0.096 
0.608 0.537 0.331 
1.691 1.620 1.416 
TABLE 33.--CASH OUTLAY P ER ORCHARD FOR PRODUCING APPLES READY TO GRADE AND P ACK, AS REPORTED B Y 
126 COMMERCIAL GBOWE&IS IN UTAH, 1926 
-_._--- _ . ----
-------------
Percentage of T otal C" sh Outlay for 
Be3.ring No. of Avg. Size lTotal Cash L . bor in L ..I. bor lD MaterLls Taxes- - ' 
Acres of Grow- Orch .... rd Outl..lY per Produc- Harvest· Total and 
Apples ers (Acres) Orchard tion ing Labor Supplies State Water 
- - - ---
Group I 
1-5 Acres ................ 47 2.86 $ 125.06 19.5 34.2 53.7 20.8 11.8 5.6 
Group ·II 
5.1-10 Acres .......... 39 7.15 284.92 15.9 41.7 57.6 21.1 11.5 5.0 
Group III 
10 Acres and Over 40 23.66 1304.85 31.0 32.4 63.4 17.9 7.7 3.!> 
--- ---. 
Average or Total 126 10.79 547.23 27.6 34.0 61.6 18.7 8.7 4.0 
tIncludes only cash outlay for growing and harvesting apples. Does not include a charge for the farmer's own time. 
Misc. 
Costs 
---
8.1 
• . 8 
7.5 
----
7.1 
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~ 
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~ 
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bushel for producing apples was 30 cents (Table 34). This item varied 
from 22 cents in Groups I and II, to 35 cents in Group III. The grow-
ers with smaller orchards paid out less for hired help. 
Cash Expense and Yield Per Acre 
Of the 126 commercial apple growers surveyed in 1926, 70 per cent 
reported average acre-yields of less than 200 bushels, and on the 
average only 30 per cent had produced more than 200 bushels (Table 
35). An acre- yield of between 200 and 300 bushels was reported by 
16 per cent of the growers and 14 per cent reported an acre-yield 
above 300 bushels. The cash expended for production alone in the 
group with the acre-yields below 100 bushels was $30, while acre re-
turns were $26. Compared to this is the group with per-acre yields 
between 600 and 700 bushels, with a return of $312, and with a cash 
expense of $100. The returns for the group with the low yield lacked 
$4 an acre of paying for the cash outlay in producing the crop. In 
addition, there was a minus return for the growers' labor. 
The group with the highest acre-yield had an acre return of $212 
after paying cash expenses. The average acre-yield of salable apples 
for all growers was 162 bushels (Table 26) . The average acre-yield 
for the 126 growers, therefore, comes within the group with yields 
between 100 and 200 bushels, which has a cash return of $79 and 
cash expense of $46. 
Cash Outlay to Deliver Utah Apples to Various Markets 
The average cash expended for apple production in Utah, 1926, by 
the 126 commercial growers surveyed, was 30 cents a bushel (Table 
36) . Packing house costs were 33.3 cents with a marketing cost of 9.5 
cents, making a total cash expense for producing and marketing of 
72.8 cents per bushel. 
This cash outlay, together with freight charges, brought the total 
cash expense of Utah apples delivered at Los Angeles to $1.108; at 
Chicago, $1.336 ; at Omaha, $1.265 ; and at Cheyenne, $1.060. 
T ABLE 34.-CASH OUTLAY PEP. ACRE AND PER BUSH EL FOR PRODUCING 
APPLE READY TO GRADE AND PACK, AS REPORTED BY 126 
COMMERCIAL GROWERS IN UTAH, 1926 
Bearing Acres of Tota l C~sh Outlay Cash Outlay C3.sh Outiay 
A pples p er Orch ard per Acre per Bushel 
Group I 
1.5 Acres ......... .. ... . $ 125.06 $ 43.72 $ 0.22 
Group n 
5.1-10 Acr es .. ......... ... 284.92 37.80 0.22 
Group III 
10 A cres and Over .. 1304.85 53.77 0.35 
Average of TotaL .. 547.23 ,(9.50 0.30 
-
· TABLE 35.- RE'f Ul{NS AND CASH EXPENSE PER ACRE, ACCORDING TO YIELDS PER ACRE, AS REPORTED BY 
126 COMMERCIAL APPLE GROWERS IN UTAH, 1926 
Bushels pel' Acre 
0-100 100-200 200-300 300-400 400-500 500-600 
Ret. Exp. Ret. Exp. Ret. Exp. Ret. Exp. Ret. Exp. Ret. Exp. 
-- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- --
Per Acre ................ $ 26 $ 30 $ 79 $ 46 $104 $ 63 $163 $ 92 $218 $ 54 $270 $ 81 
-- -- -- -- ----
Cash Expense 
per BusheL. __ ... $ 0.56 $ 0.33 $ 0.27 $ 0.27 $ 0.13 $ 0.15 
Percentage in 
Each Group __ ._ .. 33 37 16 7 5 1.0 
600-700 
Ret. Exp. 
-- --
$312 $100 
$ 0.16 
0.6 
en 
00 
OJ 
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In other words, when Utah apples of Combination grade, packed 
in baskets, do not sell on these markets at a figure above these total 
expenses, someone along the line does not get back all of the actual 
cash expended. In addition to these cash costs, the farmer has spent 
his own time, and sometimes that of his family, in producing the 
apples. 
TABLE 36.- CA H EXPENDED F OR APPLE PRODUCTION, PACKING, MARKETING 
AND TRANSPORTATION F OR APPLES , FOR COMBINATION GRADE, 
PRODUCED I UTAH, 1926 
Item 
Cash expended by 
Growers1 .... _- ........ .... -.......... _- -.. .. --.. 
Grading, Packing and 
Container2 ...... _-.. ---------------... .... -
Marketing Cost2 ... --- ...... ... _ .. .. -- .... -. 
Freight Charge3 -_ .. --............ -_ .... _-- .. 
Total ........................................ 
lFrom Table 34. 
2From Table 30. 
Shipped in 
Los Angeles ChlCagO 
0.300 0.300 
0.333 0.333 
0.095 0.095 
0.380 0.608 
1.108 1.336 
3From Table 20; includes weight of bushel baskets. 
Carloads to 
Omdha 
0.300 
0.333 
0.095 
0.537 
1.265 
MARKETING UTAH APPLES 
Cheyenne 
0.300 
0.333 
0.095 
0.332 
1.060 
The general practice in Utah of paying practically a uniform price 
for apples, irrespective of quality, has been very injurious to the apple 
industry of this state because there has not been the stimulus of price 
for the production of apples of higher quality. 
The packing and grading by the individual growers having small 
acreages has also been a handicap to the Utah apple industry, be-
cause of lack of uniformity of grading, packing, and quality of prod-
uct. Shipments made up of these small lots likewise lack uniformity 
and therefore cannot compete with higher quality apples on the large 
markets. 
The cooperative marketing associations and some independent 
dealers have established central packing houses and have attempted 
to put out a more uniform grade of apples. This movement should 
receive encouragement from the apple growers and shippers of the 
state. Central packing plants should be established in the various 
apple districts. There is also need of having larger organizations and 
packing units than are now operating in Utah, in order to reduce 
overhead and increase efficiency. 
Data secured from this survey on the geography of Utah's apple 
markets show that, in the main, our apples are marketed on the 
Pacific Coast and intermountain states and that the trend is toward 
these markets, and would indicate that it would be advisable for this 
state to concentrate on fewer markets which can be reached advan-
tageously, and thereby build up a demand for Utah apples. 
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ORGANIZATION OF APPLE FARMS 
Capital Invested 
In the preceding tabulation, data on the apple industry as a com-
modity enterprise have been presented. In order to study the rela-
tionship between apple production and other farm enterprises in 
. Utah, and to study factors that enter into the farm business where 
apple production is the major income, data on the general farm 
business as a unit were collected from the 126 commercial growers in 
this survey. 
TABLE 37 .- DISTRIB TION OF CAPITAL ACCORDING TO ACREAGE IN APPLES, 
AS REPORTED BY 126 COMMERCIAL APPLE ' GROWERS 
IN rTAH. 1926 
ui"Ull .I. ti ( .. up .1.1 til'OUP III Avenge 
Item 0·5 Acres 5.1·10 Over 10 of 
in Apples Acres Acres Total 
Total C"lpibl Invested ...... $10,805 ~3~29  '-$24,781- $ 16.014 
Indebtedness .... .......... ...... .... 1.425 1.9 n 4,014 2,421 
Net Worth .. .. _- .. -- ---- -------- ---- 9,380 11,312 20,767 13,593 
Distribution of Capita l 
Land 
------- --------------- ---------- ... 
6,945 8,810 19,279 11,438 
Buildings .. ...... .................. 2,882 3,112 3,744 3,227 
Equipment and 
Machinery .. ..... _- --- ---..... _-_ .. .. .. -.... 376 634 1,007 656 
Livestock 
----------------_._ .. _-- - 600 743 750 692 
The average capital invested for these apple growers was $16,014 
(Tables 37 and 38) . The major investment was in land, this item 
comprising 71.4 per cent of the total, while buildings constituted 20.2 
per cent, machinery and equipment 4.1 per cent, and livestock 4.3 
per cent of the total. Group I, or the small farms, had a higher per-
centage of capital investment in buildings and a lower percentage 
in machinery and equipment, while the percentage investment in live-
stock was considerably higher than that for the larger farms. 
The average value of apple land was $385 per acre, for all grow-
ers, while other fruit land was reported at $402, and the average for 
all ~ultivated land was $278 per acre (Table 39), 
The investment per acre in buildings for all growers was $64, 
machinery and equipment $13, and livestock $14. The smaller farms 
TABLE 38.-PERCENTAGE nI. TRIBUTIO OF CAPITAL ACCORDING TO ACREAGE 
IN APPLES, AS REPORTED BY 126 COM MERCIAL APPLE 
GROWERS IN UTAH, 1926 
---_.- .- -
-
--Group I Group II Group m Average 
Item 0.5 Acres 5.1·10 10 Acres of 
in Apples Acres and Over Total 
Total C3pit31 Invested ...... $10,805 $13,299 $24,781 $16,014 
Percentage Distribution in 
Land 
---------... --.. _-----------------.--
64.3 66.2 77.8 71.4 
Buildings .......................... 26.7 23.4 15.1 20.2 
Equipment 
_._-----------------_ .. 3.5 4.8 4.1 4.1 
Livestock .......................... 5.5 5.6 3.0 4.3 
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had a higher per-acre investment in livestock and buildings than 
had the larger farms. 
TABLE 39.- CAPITAL INVE. TED PER ACRE, A REPORTED BY 126 COMMERCIAL 
APPLE GROWERS IN UTAH, 1926 
0-5 Acres 5.1 - 10 Over 10 Aver age 
Item in Apples Acres Acres of Total 
Capital Invested in 
All L and ............................ $ 1 51 $ 2061 $ 2611 $ 2251 
Cultiva.ted L and_ ............. 261 246 303 278 
Apple Land 
.... _-----------------
3 9 380 386 385 
Oth er F r u it L a.nd ._ ........ 413 367 420 402 
P a sture and Waste .......... 33 48 39 39 
Buildings _ ............. __ ._._._ .... 77 73 51 6. 
E quipment --------_ .......... --_ .. 10 15 14 13 
Livestock _ ........... _._._ .. _._._ .. 16 17 10 14 
1Per l!1cr e. 
Use of Machinery 
The capital investment in farm machinery averaged from $376 for 
the smaller farms to $1007 for the larger farms, with the average for 
all growers of $656 (Table 40). The acreage per $100 of machinery 
and equipment was 6.04, as the average for all growers, and the value 
of machinery and equipment per acre was $16.57. The majority of the 
growers had purchased very little machinery during recent years; 
hence, the capital investment in this item may be somewhat below 
normal. 
TABLE 40.-USE OF FARM MACHINERY IN UTAH, AS REPORTED BY 126 
COMMERCIAL APPLE GROWERS, 1926 . 
0-5 Acr es 5.1 - 10 \ 10 Acr es Average 
Item in App les Acres 
\ 
a nd Over of Tota l 
Total Va lue of Machin-
634.00 \ ery a nd Equipmen L ...... $ 376.00 $ $ 1007 .00 $ 656.00 
T ota l Acr es Cultivated 
L and _ .... _ .. __ .. _ ................... _ 25.04 34.16 61.98 39.59 
Acres per $100 of Machin-
ery and Equipmen L ...... 6. 66 5.39 6.16 6.0. 
Value of Machinery and 
Equipment per Acr e ..... _ $ 15.02 $ 18.56 $ 16.25 $ 16.67 
Acreage in Various Crops 
Apples constituted 29.7 per cent of the cropped area for all grow-
ers (Table 41 ). The percentage of acreage in apples varied from 
11.9 in Group I to 41.5 in Group III. The majority of the acreage 
was planted to fruit, grain, and alfalfa. Potatoes, sugar-beets, and 
truck crops constituted but 5.7 per cent of the total acreage. 
Numbers of Various Kinds of Livestock 
There were approximately 5 head of dairy cows, 137 chickens, 2 
hogs, and from 2 to 3 horses per farm as the average for all apple 
farms studied (Table 42). The number of dairy cattle for the various 
groups was approximately the same, while Group II kept on an 
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a verage a much larger number of poultry than did the other groups. 
There was, on an average, less than one hog per farm in Groups I 
and II, and nearly 4 hogs per farm in Group III. The average number 
of beef cattle and sheep kept per farm was negligible. 
TABLE 41.- P ER ENTAGE OF TOTAL ACRE PLANTED TO VARIO CROPS, 
I ~ UTAH, AS REPORTED BY 126 COMMERCIAL APPLE 
GROWERS, 1926 
Gl·OUp I Group IT Group m l\.verage 
Item 0.5 Acres 5.1-10 10 Acres of 
in Apples Acres and Over Total 
Percentage of Total 
Acreage in 
Apples 
--- ---- ------------ --- -----_ .. --
11.91 23 .11 41.51 29.7] 
P ears 
------ ------ --- -- ._----------- ---. 
2.1 1.5 4.0 2.9 
Peaches 
-------.------- -- ------ --_ .. 
3.7 8.0 6.6 6.2 
Cherries 
------ -.--.--- --- -- -------- .. 
1.7 2.4 1.8 1.9 
Berries 
-------------- -- --- --.------- -
2.1 1.1 0.5 1.1 
Other FruiL ....................... 1.3 1.4 2.8 2.1 
Gr a in 
.. ---- -- -- -- -------.-----------. 
21.7 16.4 18.8 18.9 
Alf:tlfa 
-------- -- -- -------------.---
34 .1 30.7 13.0 22.6 
Potatoes 
--- .". ------ ------ .--------- 4.3 0.6 0.2 1.3 
Sugar·beet~ 
-------------- --------
3.9 3.7 2.4 3.0 
Tomatoes and Peas .......... 2.4 1.9 0.6 1.~ 
Other Crops .. .................... 10.8 9.2 7.8 8.9 
Total Fruit .. ...................... 22.8 37.5 57.2 43.9 
Tota l Field Crops ............ 77.2 62.5 42.8 56.1 
1Per cent. 
Percentage of Growers Keeping Livestock 
The majority of the growers kept dairy cows, poultry, and horses, 
while but approximately one-third were raising hogs, and a very 
small number had any sheep or beef cattle (Table 43), Of the 126 
growers, 82 per cent were keeping dairy cows, 70.6 per cent poultry, 
35.7 per cent hogs, 2.4 per cent beef cattle, 6.4 per cent sheep, and 
84.1 per cent horses. 
It is surprising to note that only 35.7 per cent of these fruit grow-
ers were keeping hogs, while more than 64 per cent of them did not 
have even one hog on the farm in 1926. It has usually been con-
sidered that a fruit farm has a large amount of waste fruit which 
could be fed profitably to hogs. However, even though the price 
cycle for hogs was favorable for 1926, it did not seem to encourage 
production to any extent. The verdict of the Utah commercial apple 
grower indicates that he did not favor hog production in connection 
with the fruit industry. 
Farm. Income 
The average total cash income from the various enterprises for 
1926, for the 126 commercial apple growers surveyed, was $2881 
(Table 44). The income from crops was 76.9 per cent of the total, 
leaving 23.1 per cent as a return from livestock. Of the total income, 
apples constituted 31.1 per cent. However, the income from thls 
enterprise varied from 17.9 per cent for the smaller farms to 40.3 per 
cent for the larger specialized apple growers. 
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other fruit constituted 34.2 per cent, or a total income from fruit 
of 65.3 per cent of the total. 
The major livestock income was from poultry, with 10.6 per cent, 
while the income from dairy cows was 8.9 per cent of the total. 
The cash returns from hay and grain were small because the 
greater portion of these crops was fed to livestock. The cash returns 
from contracted crops, as sugar-beets, canning tomatoes and peas, 
livestock other than poultry, and dairy products were of minor 
importan~e. 
TABLE 42.- Nu MBER OF VARIO S KIND OF LIVE TOCK PER FARM, 
I UTAH, AS REPORTED BY 126 COMMERCIAL APPLE 
GROWERS, 1926 
Group I Group II Group III Average 
Item 0.5 Acres 5.1-10 10 Acres of 
in Apples Acres and Over Total 
Average Number of 
Livestock per Farm 
Dairy Cattle ................ . 4.8 4.3 5.1 4.7 
Poultry .......................... . 115 .0 194.0 119.0 137.0 
Hogs .............................. .. 0.9 0.8 3.7 1.8 
Beef Cattle ................... . 0.1 1.7 0.4 0.4 
Sheep ............ __ .. .. ______ .... .. 2.5 9.1 2.4 4.1 
Horses ... __ ... __ .. ______ ........ __ 2.3 2.1 3.1 2.5 
Total Income 
There was, as previously reported, an average income from crops 
and livestock of $2881. In addition to this amount the table shows 
an increase inventory and an item of income from outside work, mak-
ing a total of $3128 (Table 45 ), This average income ranged from 
$2207 ·in Group I to $4735 for the larger farms. 
Cash Expense 
The average total cash expense ranged from $984 in Group I to 
$3019 in Group III, with an average of $1740 for all growers (Table 
46). The expense for supplies was the largest single item in Groups 
I and II, while in Group III the expense for labor was the main cost, 
constituting 53.9 per cent of total expense. The average state, county, 
TABLE 43.- P ERCENTAGE OF FARMS KEEPING LIVESTOCK IN UTAH, 
AS REPORTED BY 126 COMMERCIAL APPLE GROWERS, 1926 
Group I Group II Group III Average 
Item 0.5 Acres 5.1 - 10 10 Acres of 
in Apples Acres and Over Total 
Percentage of Farms 
Keeping 
Dairy Cattle __ .... .... .... .. 89.0 77.0 77.5 82.0 
poultry .... .......... .... ·-- .. ··· 72.0 72.0 67.5 70.6 
Hogs ............. ..... ·· .. ·· .. -- .. 43.0 26.0 37.5 35.7 
Beef Cattle. -- .......... -- ... 2.1 2.6 2.5 2.4 
Sheep ............. ·--· .... · .. · .. · 4.0 10.0 5.0 6.4 
Horses ............ ·· ........ ·· .. 81.0 85.0 87.5 84.1 
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and local taxes paid varied from $126 to $245, with an average for all 
growers of $171. The percentage of total farm expense paid for the 
state taxes was greater for the smaller farms, ranging from 12.8 per 
cent to 8.1 per cent for the larger farms. Water taxes varied from 
$42 in Group I to $71 for Group III, with the average for all growers 
of $55. The total state and water taxes constituted 17.1 per cent of 
total farm expense in Group I , 15.2 per cent in Group II, 10.5 per cent 
in Group III, and 13.0 per cent for all growers. 
The average interest charge on -borrowed money in Group Iwas 
$95, in Group III, $281, and the average for all growers $164. The 
percentage of the total cash expense paid for interest varied only 0.3 
per cent with the different groups. As an average for all growers, it 
required 23.2 per cent of the total cash expense to pay interest, insur-
ance, and taxes. 
Net Cash Receipts 
The net cash receipts for Groups I and II were $1223 and $1247, 
respectively, while growers with ten 3Jcres of apples and over had a 
net cash return of $1687. This showed that, on an average, the grow-
ers with the larger apple farms had a greater net cash return. The 
average net cash returns for all growers was $1378 (Table 47). 
Total Farm Expense 
In Table 48 the items generally known as non-cash expense, or 
decrease in inventory and depreciation on buildings and equipment, 
have been added to the total cash expense to give the total farm ' 
expense. There was a decrease in inventory for both Groups I and II. 
TABLE 44.- GRO FARM I COME FROM APPLE FARM IN UTAH. AS REPORTED 
BY 126 COMMERCIAL APPLE GROWERS, 1926 
Percentage Each is of 
Item Cash Income per Farm Total Cash Receipts 
0·5 Over Average Over Average 
Acres 5.1·10 10 of 0.5 5.1·10 10 of 
in Apples Acres Acres Total Acres Acres Acres Total 
-- -- --
--- ---
Apples ...... 348 652 1779 89 6 17.9 26.6 40.3 31.1 
Peaches .... 111 343 474 298 5.7 14.0 10.7 10.4 
Cherries .... 127 171 464 248 6.5 7.0 10.5 8.6 
Pears ........ 106 144 436 223 5.5 5.9 9.9 7.7 
Other Fruit 117 212 342 217 6.1 8.7 7.8 7.5 
All Field 
Crops "" 445 165 364 333 22.9 6.7 8.3 11.6 
--
--. 
--- --- --
Total Crops 1254 1687 3859 2215 64.6 68.9 87.5 76.9 
--
--. ---. 
-- --- ---
Poultry ...... 318 372 228 307 16.4 15.2 5.2 10.6 
Dairy Cows 31 202 237 256 16.4 8.3 5.4 8.9 
Other 
Livestock 50 187 86 103 2.6 7.6 1.9 3.6 
--- ---_._ - .---. 
- -
--. ---. 
-- --
--
Total 
Livestock 686 761 551 666 35.4 31.1 12.5 23.1 
. _-
--. ---. 
-- --- ---
Total Cash 
Receipts .. 1940 2448 441() 2881 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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INCOME FROM VARIOUS ENTF.RPRIRF.R FOR 126 ApPLE FARMS 
IN UTAH, 1926 
Per CeolO /0 /5 20 2.5 3 0 
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FIG. 20.-Apples constituted 31.1 per cent of total income. The total fruit 
income was 65.3 per cent, livestock 23.1, and field crops 11.6 per cent. 
(D.ata from Table 44, p. 64). 
This decrease in 1926 was to meet an emergency ~ due to the'lowprice 
of apples and other farm crops during that year. There was very 
little difference in the total non-cash expense for the different sized 
. farms. The average for all growers was $219, making a total farm 
expense of $1959. 
Net Farm Income 
The farmer's net income in Group III was $1503, or approximately 
$480 above the income in the other two groups (Table 49). The aver-
TABI,E 45.-ToTAL INCOME FROM APPLE FARMS IN UTAH, AS REPORTED BY 
126 COMMERCIAL APPLE GROWERS, 1926 
0-5 Acres 5.1·10 Over 10 Average 
Item in Apples Acres Acres of Total 
Total Cesh Receipts ----
from F arm .. ----_. ------------------ 1940 2448 4410 2881 
In~re3se Inventory ........ -.... _._ ---- ......... 29 10 
Other Income1 ----------------- ...... _-- 267 140 296 237 
Income 2207 2588 -- - --312S Total .. ----_ ............... -._--------. 4735 
-
llncludes returns from work away from farm by operators. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF CASH EXPENSE FOR 126 COMMERCIAL ApPLE 
GROWERS IN UTATT. 1926 
PerCe.l?!-O .5 /0 /S .co ZS.30 .3S 4 0 4 S 
-
/l;rec/ LO.oOI" 
ror/7l 
Sv,Pp/;es 
SfO'le d/.d 
Covn&Ex 
Imere'sl 
~pr7/i:J.Io fi#, 
• Clad E9'~ip. kb/~ iG.x • !'ire • 
1/25t1,rc;t/7ce 
~.5ct"#oI7~~ • F/g2/ 
FIG. 21.-The major cash expense in apple production was for hired 
labor, comprising 43.2 per cent of total, while farm supplIes averaged 26.6 
per cent and taxes and interest 22.04 per cent. . 
age for all growers was $1169. This would indicate that the size of 
apple farm is a significant factor in determining net returns. 
Financial Summary 
The total net farm receipts averaged for the different groups $748, 
$873, and $1207, respectively, with an average for all growers of $932 
(Table 50) . The net cash receipts, including income other than farm, 
or the cash available after paying cash expenses, was $1223 in Group 
I, $1247 in Group II and $1687 in Group III, or an average for' all 
growers of $1378. 
TABLE 406.-TOTAL CA H EXPENSE FOR FARM OPERATIONS IN UTAH, AS 
REPORTED BY 126 COMMERCIAL APPLE GROWERS, 1926 
Hired Labor .... 
F arm Supplies 
State Taxes ...... 
Water Taxes .. 
Interest .......... .. 
Fire Insurance 
Equipment and 
Building Repairs 
Miscellaneous 
Expense .......... 
Total Cash 
Expense ...... 
Total Cash Expense Percentage Each is of Total 
Group Group Group Avg. }roup Group. Gro~Avg-:-
I II III Total I II II I Total 
$ 271 $- 430 $ 1628 $-m ~ 32.1 - 53 .9 --43'] 
344 457 609 463 35.0 34.1 20.2 26.6 
126 148 245 171 12.8 11.0 8.1 9.8 
42 56 71 55 4.3 4.2 2,4 3.2 
95 126 281 164 9.6 9.4 9.3 9 .• 
10 11 21 14 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.8 
39 
57 
73 
40 
112 
52 
73 
49 
4.0 
5.8 
5.4 
3.0 
3.7 
1.7 
•• 2 
2.8 
$ 984 $ 1341 $ 3019 $ 1740 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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TABLE 47.- SUMMARY OF CASH RECEIPTS AND CASH EXPENSES FOR 
APPLE FARMS IN UTAH, AS REPORTED BY 126 COMMERCIAL 
APPLE GROWERS, 1926 
Item 
Cash Receipts1 .................... 
Cash Expense2 .................... 
Net Cash Receipts .............. 
lTable 45. 
2Table 46. 
Gt·oup I 
0.5 Acres 
in Apples 
$ 2207 
984 
1223 
Group II 
5.1·10 
Acres 
$ 2588 
1341 
1247 
-
Group III Average 
10 Acres of 
and Over Total 
-----
$ 4706 $ 3118 
3019 1740 
1687 1378 
After allowing interest on the farmer's equity, at the rate of 5 per 
cent, the grower had, as a labor income for his year's work, $279 in 
Group I, $307 in Group II, and $176 in Group III, or an average of 
TABLE 48.-ToTAL FARM EXPENSE FOR APPLE FABMS IN UTAH, AS REPORTED 
BY 126 COMMERCIAL APPLE GROWERS, 1926 
Item 
Non-Cash Expense 
Decrease in Inventory ....... 
Depreciation on Build-
ings @3%1 ........................ 
Depreciation on Machinery 
and Equipment @10%1 
-
Total Non-Cash Expense .... 
Total Cash Expense2 .......... 
Total F arm Expense .......... 
lTable 37. 
2Table 46. 
Group I 
0.5 Acres 
in Apples 
$ 84 
86 
38· 
208 
984 
1192 
Group II Gt·oup III Average 
5.1 ~ 10 10 Acres of 
Acres and Over Total 
$ 76 $ --.. $ 55 
93 113 98 
65 100 66 
234 213 219 
-
1341 3019 1740 
1575 3232 1959 
$253 for all growers. It will be noted that the labor income was 
slllaller for the larger farms. This was acco1:lnted for in the greater 
amount of capital on which interest was charged. However, the 
TABLE 49.-SUMMARY OF FARMER'S TOTAL INCOME, EXPENSES, AND NET 
INCOME FOR APPLE FARMS IN UTAH, AS REPORTED BY 126 
COMMERCIAL APPLE GROWERS, 1926 
Item 
Farmer's Tota l Income1 .... 
Total Farm Expense2 ........ 
Farmer's Net Income ........ 
lFrom Table 45. 
2From Table 48. 
Group I 
0.5 Acres 
in Apples 
$ 2207 
1192 
$ 1015 
Group II 
5.1·10 
Acres 
$ 2588 
1575 
$ 1013 
Gt'OUP III Average 
10 Acres of 
and Over Total 
$ H35 $ 3128 
3232 1959 
$ 1503 $ 1169 
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average total income for the larger farms was greater than for the 
other groups. 
Basing the measurement of income on the returns on investment, 
and allowing the operator wages as estimated by growers, there was 
less than one per cent return on the farmer's equity. 
In addition to the total farm receipts, as previously mentioned, the 
grower had an average income from sources other than farm receipts 
TABLE 50.-FINA "CIAL Fl1jMMARY OF FARM BURTNESS FOR UTATT APPLE 
GROWERR. AR REPORTED BY 126 CO:'.{MERCIAL APPLE GnOWERS. 19~6 
Number of F "rms1 .. .. . . __ ... . 
Total Investment1 ........... . 
Total Inilebtedness1 . . . ... . . 
Net Worth (Farmer's 
Equity) ............ ............... . 
RECEIPTS 
Total Ca sh Receipts 
from F arm2 •••.•.• •• ••••.•• 
Non-C sh Returns ll ....... . 
TOT AL RECEIPTS ... . 
EXPE SES 
Tobl C'lsh Expense4 ..... . 
Non-C"sh Expen!Se5 
Decre"se in Inventor y 
Depreciation on Builrl-
ings and Equipment 
TOTAL EXPENSE ..... . 
Total Farm Receipts 
Lp.ss Total Expense ....... . 
S MMARY 
Based on Labor Income 
Interest on F armer's 
Equity @5 % ............. . 
Farm Labor Income ....... . 
Based on Return on 
Investment ................. . 
Oper ::! tor's Wages6 ••..• ••• •• 
Net Income, or Return 
Inv stment ................. . 
Percentage Return on 
Equ i ty ......................... . 
FARMER'S TOTAL 
INCOME 
Tot:l l Receipts less 
Total Expense ............. . 
Income Other than 
. Farm3 .... .... .. .•.•. .......•.•••• 
Farmer's Total Income 
4Table 46. 
IiTable 48. 
. ------- .-
Gl·(tUP I 
0.5 Acres 
in Apples 
47 
$10,~05 · 
1,425 
9,380 
$ 1,940 
$ 1,940 
$ 984 
$ 84 
$ 124 
$ 1,192 
$ 748 
$ 469 
279 
650 
98 
1.04 
$ 748 
267 
$ 1,015 
G 1'OUP n 
5.1 · 10 
Acres 
39 
$13299 
1,937 
11,312 
$ 2,448 
$ 2,448 
$ 1,341 
$ 76 
$ 15S 
$ 1.575 
$ 873 
$ 566 
307 
720 
103 
0.91 
Gl'OUP III 
10 A~res 
and Over 
40 
$24.7R1 
4,014 
20,767 
$ 4,410 
29 
$ 4,439 
$ 3,019 
$ 
$ 213 
$ 3.232 
$ 1.207 
$ 1,031 
1.6 
1,130 
77 
0.37 
$ 873 $ 1,207 
140 296 
$ 1.013 $ 1,503 
Av~rnge 
or 
Total 
126 
$10 .014 
2,421 
13.593 
$ 2,8 81 
10 
$ 2,891 
$ 1,740 
$ 55 
$ 164 
$ 1 ,9!i:.) 
$ 932 
$ 679 
253 
0.i3 
$ 932 
237 
$ 1.1G!) 
ITable 37. 
2Table 44. 
sTa ble 45. 60per tor 's wages are based upon estimates made by 
growers. 
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TABLE 51.- R ETUR FROM THE 10 MO T PROFITABLE AND 10 LEAST 
PROFITABLE APPLE FARMS SELECTED FROM 126 COMMERCIAL 
GROWERS SURVEYED IN UTAH, 1926 
Item 10 Most Profitable 10 Least P rofItable 
Farm Income, or Cash Available 
for Family L iving ........................... . $ 4386 
$ 3248 
$ - 811 
$ -2011 Labor Income 
of $237. This income was largely from work away from the farm. 
The farm receipts and income from outside work made the farmer's 
total income for Group I , $1015, for Group II, $1013, and for Group 
TARI.E 52.- R ETUR S FROM 15 SUCCRRSFUL APPLR FARMS ELECTED FROM 
THE 126 COMMERCIAL GROWERS SURVEYED IN UTAH, 1926 
Item 
A ver3 ge Acres in Apples ......... . 
Average Yield of S :' lable 
Apples in Bu shels .. ............... . 
Returns from Apples per 
Gro,ver ................ ................... . 
Cash Expense per Grower ..... . 
Net Co;> sh Returns from 
Apples .............. ................ . . .. . 
Total Farm Income ................. . 
Total Farm Expense ............... . 
Net Farm Income ................... . 
Interest on Investment, 
Depreci:l tion, etc . ................ .. 
L abor Income ........ .................... . 
Total 
RETURNS FROM 
APPLES 
12.7 
3735 
$ 2719 
$ 1078 
$ 1641 
TOTAL RETURNS 
FROM FARM 
$ 4952 
$ 2218 
$ 2734 
$ 1018 
$ 1716 
Per-Acre Per-Dushel 
273 
$213.09 
$ 84.48 
$128.61 
$ 0.73 
$ 0.29 
$ 0.44 
III, $1503, or an average for all growers of $1169. This represents the 
farmer's total income, exclusive of farm privileges which include house 
rent, living, and other commodities supplied by the farmS. 
The average farm income, or cash available for family living, for 
the 10 most prOfitable farms studied was $4386, while the income for 
thp. 10 least profitable farms was a minus $811 (Table 51). After 
allowing interest on the investment and depreciation on buildings 
and equipment, the 10 most profitable farms showed a labor income 
for the operator of $3248, while for the 10 least profitable, the labor 
income was a minus $2011. The individual labor income varied from 
$5764 to a minus $4507. There were 5 growers in the most prOfitable 
sThese f 1 rm privileges have been figured in other states at a cash value 
of $600 to $1000. 
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group who had an average labor income of $3272, and 81 per cent of 
their income was from apples. 
In order to make an analysis of those apple farms which were 
considered the most successful from the standpoint of acreage, man-
agement, yields per acre, and returns, 15 records were selected from 
those surveyed and further summarized. The object was to present 
data for what was considered average returns for the successful apple 
grower in Utah, and results which might be attained by a very large 
percentage of the apple growers of the state. The average acre-
yield from the apple crop for these growers was 293 bushels, with a 
total return from apples of $2719 and a cash expense of $1078, which 
left a net cash return of $1640, or a per-acre return of $128.61. 
The average total return for the whole farm was $4952, or a net 
cash income per farm of $2734. After allowing $1018 for interest on 
investment and depreciation on buildings and equipment, the average 
labor income for the operator was $1716. 
These results were secured for the crop year 1926-27, when th e 
apple crop for the Unit ed s tates was considerably above normal and 
apple prices were consequently low. 
SUMMARY 
The total apple production for the United s tates has been decreas-
ing since 1910. However, the commercial apple crop has shown a 
decidedly upward trend, in spit e of the decrease in the total number 
of apple t rees. The decrease has taken place in the marginal orchards 
and the increased production has undoubtedly been due to the devel-
opment of specialized apple production in certain favored apple-pro-
ducing sections. This is especially true of the western box area. From 
1910 to 1925, there was a reduction in the total number of apple trees 
in Utah of nearly 50 per cent. For the same period there was a 
reduction ' in the number of trees in the western box area of 22.3 per 
cent, 38.4 per cent for the whole United states. Only 5.6 per cent of 
the commercial apple trees in Utah surveyed in 1926 were under five 
years of age. In 1925, only 12.8 per cent of the total trees in the 
western box area were of non-bearing age, while the non-bearing apple 
trees in the eastern districts were approximately one-fourth of the 
total trees. New plantings in Utah have not been sufficient to main-
tain the present apple orchards of the state. 
The apple industry has been passing through a period of high 
production during the last 10 years, especially in the western states, 
because of heavy pl~ntings during the period 1906-15. It is probable 
that the peak has about been reached and the future trend will be 
somewhat downward. 
The trend, during the past five years, has been toward the planting 
by commercial growers in Utah, of Jo~athan, Rome Beauty, and 
Delicious varieties. The Jonathan apple has been the principal com-
mercial variety grown in Utah. Large numbers of Ben Davis, Gano, 
and other less desirable varieties were planted during the period 
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1906-15. During the last '10 years, however, the majority of these 
unprofjtable varieties has been pulled. 
The purchasing prower of the apple dollar in Utah since 1914 has 
averaged but 80 cents on the dollar as compared to 96 cents as the 
average of all Utah farm products. The relative purchasing power 
of apples and other farm products during recent years has undoubt-
edly been the principal factor in reduction of number of trees planted 
and the pulling of large numbers of trees. 
The trend in apple shipments from Utah is toward the Pacific 
Coast and intermountain markets, with a gradual withdrawal from 
the more distant markets. The favorable freight rates on apples from 
Utah to the intermountain states and California seem to justify the 
further expansion of these markets for Utah apples. Approximately 
one-third of the Jonathan apples unloaded on the Los Angeles market 
in 1926 were from Utah. Utah, Washington, and Idaho supplied 87 per 
cent of all Jonathan apples unloaded on this market in 1926. 
The trade's opinion in Los Angeles of the apples from Utah is that 
the quality of the apple is good, but the pack is not as uniform as 
from the northwest. Bushel baskets, as containers, are not in high 
favor on this market. 
The price 01 Combination-grade Jonathan apples in baskets on the 
Lo,~ Angeles market for the past 5 years h as declined faster and gone 
lcwer from September to November of each year than have the prices 
of other grades. The heavy shipments of apples in baskets from Utah 
and Idaho rluring these months, and the unpopularity of the basket 
as a container on this market, are the principal reasons given by the 
trade for the difference in the rate of decline in price during this 
period. 
Since cold storage facilities are available in Utah and at the larger 
markets, Utah growers could well afford to make more use of cold 
storage for the storage of their apples. By so doing, storage losses 
could be greatly reduced, and a better system of marketing would 
result. 
While proper grading and packing constitutes one of the major 
problems confronting the apple growers of Utah, a problem of equal, 
if not greater importance, is that of producing higher yields of 
marketable apples possessing desired size and quality. 
The total per-acre cost of producing apples in Utah, for the years 
1926 and 1927, including the operator's time but exclusive of packing 
and grading, was $115.84 or $0.655 per bushel. The fixed overhead, not 
dependent ~n yields, was 70 per cent of the total cost. The average 
cost of packIng and grading and loading on cars, including container, 
was $0.333 per bushel, or a total production and packing house cost of 
$0.988 per bushel: The average marketing cost was reported at $0.095 
per bushel, makIng a total per-bushel cost for production packing 
and marketing of $1.083. ' , 
The total cost of Ut~h apples delivered at Los Angeles was $1.463 
per bushel for 1926; dehvered at Chicago, $1.691; and at Omaha, $1.62. 
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The average cash outlay for producing apples was 30 cents per 
bushel, or approximately $50 per acre. The cash expense per bushel 
for the acre-yields below 100 bushels was 56 cents, while the cash 
expense per bushel for acre-yields between 400 and 500 bushels was 
13 cents. The cash expended for production, packing, grading, market-
ing, and freight charges to Los Angeles was $1.108; to Chicago, $1.336; 
and to Omaha, $1.265. 
The average capital investment by these farms surveyed was 
$16,014. The major investment was in land, comprising 71.4 per cent 
of total, while buildings constituted 20.2 per cent, machinery and 
equipment 4.1 per cent, and livestock 4.3 per cent of total investment. 
The average total income for all growers was $2891, with a total 
expense, exclusive of operator's labor, of $1959, leaving a total farm 
return of $932. On an average, the growers made from outside work 
$237, making a total income for the farmer of $1169. The return for 
the large operators was, on an average, $1503, or $488 more than for 
the small farms. 
The average labor income, after allowing interest at 5 per cent on 
the investment, was $253. Or allowing wages for the operator at the 
rate of $833 per year, there was a return on investment of 0.73 per cent. 
The farm income, or cash available for family living, was $4386 for 
thc ten most prOfitable farms, while the 10 least profitable had a 
minus farm income of $811. 
The average net farm income for the 15 .apple growers select~d as 
the most successful from the standpoint of acreage, management, 
yields per acre, and returns was $2734, or a labor- income of $1716. 
The general practice in Utah of paying practically a uniform price 
for apples irrespective of quality, has been injurious to the apple 
industry. The packing and grading of apples by individual growers 
has also been a handicap to the Utah apple industry because 'of lack 
of uniformity of grading, packing, and quality of product. There 
should be a further extension of the central packing plant movement. 
However, the trend should be toward larger organizations and pack-
ing units. 
THE GENERAL OUTLOOK FOR THE UTAH 
APPLE INDUSTRY 
The indications are that the Utah apple grower can look forward 
to a more stabilized industry during the next decade than he has 
experienced during the past 10 years. He is practically assured that 
the relation between apple production and population for the United 
states will be in his favor during this period. His success, however, 
will depend largely upon his having the varieties of high market 
demand, a favorably located orchard as regards soil, climate, and 
water supply, and upon his efficiency in orchard management. 
Acre-yields, quality of apples, and cost of production will largely 
determine the future success of the individual grower and of the 
apple industry. More efficiency in marketing the Utah apple crop, 
standardization of production and grading, and the development of 
markets for Utah's apples are essential to the industry. 
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